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RAJPUTANA 


INTRODUCTION 


This treatise is built on the correspondence of one of the 
British Political Agents—George Russel Clerk—who during the first half 
of the 1 nth century so materially helped in shaping the policy of the 
Company*s Government towards the Cis and the Trans Sutlej region''. 
Stationed as they were at the out-posts of the fast expanding English 
dominions, in areas with which the English had only recently come into 
contact, these “men on the spot*' were naturally to be relied upon for 
advice and decision by the Supreme Government at Calcutta. George 
Russel Clerk served as Political Agent at Ainbala and Ludhiana for a 
period of twelve years from August, 1831 to June, 1843. 

My first attempts at res'^arch in the history of the Punjab began, 
some twenty years ago, as a Post-Graduate student. Although^^the work 
which I undertook for my M.A, degree was somewhat elementary, yetjit 
developed in me an abiding taste and liking for historcial research. My 
next chance came after I was appointed Lecturer in Dyal Singh 
College, Lahore. I had maintained my contacts with the Punjab Record 
Office and its Keeper, Dr. G.L. Chopra, himself a keen research scholar, 
who suggested to me the subject and the title of this thesis. Indeed, it 
was largely at his encouragement and persuasion that I took up this 
work in 19.39. The subject had other attractions as well; it was closely 
linked with the theme which I prepared for my Master's Degree ■ 
besides, the whole mass of material was preserved in a single archive—the 
1 unjab Record Office, Lahore. 

So far, I had looked upon Ochterlony, Murray, and \Vade as the 
most distinguished of the Political Agents who had conducted the relations 
of the Supreme Government with the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs or Ranj it Singh 
But the study of Clerk's voluminous correspondence completely changed 
my opinion in this matter. I discovered that Clerk's despatches—the 
letters written to or by him—comprise as many as forty-five volumes 
the average size of a volumn being about 400 closely written pages 
ot foolscap size. ‘ I then realised that his work had been equally 


1. The entire correspondence is preserved in manuscript form 


strenuous and important with other Agents who either preceded or 
succeeded hifn. Impressed by the size of the correspondence, I tried to 
find something about the man hismelf. Buckland's Dictionary of Indian 
Biogiaphy provided the first clue to his career“Sir George Russel 
Clerk (1800-1889), I.C.S ; son of John Clerk ; educated at Haliebury ; 

entered the service as Writer 1817; after holding some unimportant 
appointments in Bengal he entered ^he Political Department, was in the 
Secretariat in Rajputana, at Delhi; Political Agent at Ambala and 
Ludhiana, Envoy at Lahore, 1842 ; Agent to the Governor-General on the 
North Western Frontier during the first Afaghan War in which capacity 
he pushed forward reinforcements with energy, and after the massacre 
of the army, urged a policy of retribution. He was Lieutenant-Governor 
of the North-West Provinces, June to December, 1843; provisional 
member of the Supreme Council 1814 ; twice Governor of Bombay from 
1847 to 1848 ; from 1860-62 and K.C.B He refused the Government of 
Cape, but served on boundary and political work 1853-4 ;w'a 8 Under¬ 
secretary and Secretary to the Board of Centrol in 1856*58, and 
pHrrnanent Under Secretary of State for India 1863-76 , K.C.S.I in 1861. 
G C S I. 1866 ; died July 25, 1889." 

His correspondence falls into two sections; (a) that relating to the 
CivSutlej Chiefs from 1831 to 1343; and b) that relating to Lahore' 
Kingdom from 1810 to 1843. The latter section has been superfic ally 
judged as relatively m >re important as it deals with the historically 

well-known topics of the post-Ranjit Singh period ....apjriidof 

Sikh history marred by intriguer and counter-iiitnguqs of factions and 
|)jrtie- at the Lahore Court and other events connected with the deaths 
of Maharaja K^iarak Singh and Kan war Nau Nihal Singh, the succession 
di-pute'between Rani Chand Kaur and Prince Sher Singh, the period of rule 
of Maharaja Sher Singh, and the British debacle in Afgh^tnistan. However, 
as one wades through Clerk's countless letters and despatches concerning 

tin-Cis-S itlcj States, he is'ruly struck with the immensity of his tas'i. 

I rue, t ,e wora oi Clerk in this field is less imposing or spectacular; but, 
fr( m the stand point of the historian, it must not be valued less 
important on that account. Though not forming a chornicle of glorious 

deeds of royalties or of stirring events, the correspondence is of a wide. 

l»i4orical interest in the annals of the Punjab. It is essentially of a 
cj^scructive nature and represents a very great deal of pioneering wjrk 



til the field of Anglo-Indian adtninibtration Mot only ilkl Clerk 
enunciate several new principles in regulating the relations of the St ites 
with the Suzerain power and atu>ng themselves, hut lie devised 
practicable methods for settling problems of succession, boundary tlispute. 
and the like—all calculated to developing peaceful conditions in the V;:ry 
extensive but very disturbed Cis-Sutlej lands. 


Beside'*, the correspondence ex inplit’s CUrk’a industry, mastery 
of detail, and love of f dr play. He took pain>* in bifting cases thor -ughly 
Jji-fore forming conclusions. At times he erred but he always strove for 
the adoption of uniform and consistent principles in settling disputes. 
He laboured ha d to improve the administrat.on of the Chiefs, to make 

ihem feel that it was tf eir duty to look after their subjects, to. respect 
the lawful and just rights of one ngainst another, and to teach and 
prove to them fhat they formed part of a benefici> iu Imperial entity 
which stood for moral and material betterment of people. In a few 
cases where he recommended escheat of Cliiefships, he was in?pired by 
the primary motive of the good of the subjeetd. 

The present w rk is the outcome of the study of the first [lart 
of the correspondence as stated above and excludes the results of tiie 
examination of the data concerning the Trans-Sutlej area. The latter 
data, if only for its bulk, will suitably be resolved in an altogether 
separate com^ ilation. 


To be able to appraise fully the correspondence of Clerk, one 
has to appreciate duly the back-ground of Sikh History, especially the 
period beginning with the latter half of the ISth century. The Sikhs 
began the'r career of conquest after the defeat of the Mahrattas by 
Ahmad Shah Abtall at Panipat in 1761. Abdali, however, remained 
a potential danger to the Sikhs as long as he proved capable of invading 
the Pun ab, buT after his last expeditio i in 17d7, the soveseignty of 
the Sikhs came practically to be established all over the Punjab. By 
1773, the limits of their power extended frnm Saharanpur in the East to 
Attock in the West, from Multan in the South to Jammu and Kangra 
in the North. Further, during the seventies and eighties, the Sikhs 
formed themselves into several principalities which came to be scatt- r-'d 
over the plains of the five rivers. The Cis-Sutlej region, i e. the country 



lying between the Sutlej and the Jumma, saw the nse and -‘"bhshm^t 
of f .ur principahties-the Nishanwalas, the Shahids or Nihange. ^ 
Phulkias and the Karorsinghias. The most prominent and resourcefnl 
of this group proved to be the Phulkia houses of Patiala. Nabha. Jind and 
Kaithal, besides a number of pett9 estates. Then there were the 

Chiefships of Buria and Thanesar and the Pathan Princedoms of 
Kunjpura and Malerkotla which also played an important part m tne 
Cis-Sutlej history. Had the Cis-Sutlej lands produced a strong ruler, 
these various principalities might have been welded into a single 
kingdom, just as happened in the Trans-Sutlej tracts which Ranjit 
Singh transferred into his own dominions. This might have been 
accomplished by the House of Patiala, if after the death of Amar Singh 
in 1781 , a strong man had succeeded the feeble Sahib Singh. Griffin 
rightly remarks that if Raja Amar Singh had lived or had been 
succeeded by rulers as able as himself, the cU-Sutl^ states might 
have been welded into one kingdom and their independence might 
have been preserved both against the Lahore monarchy on one hand 
and the British Government on^the other. 


The history of the Cis Sutlej Chiefs may be partitioned into 
four stages. The first stage is from 1704 to 177 0 wheu they started 
attacking the Rohilla leader Najib-ud-Daula, the Governor of the Doab 
of the Ganges and the Jumna: they continued to be a menace to him 

till his death in 1770. The second stage from 1770 to 1781 saw them 
confronting and def yine the decadent Mughal power at Delhi. The third 
began in 1781—the period of Mahratta ascendancy in Northern India 
and that of Mahadji Sindhia, ably assisted by his French Lieutenants, 
De Boigne and Perron—this period also witnessed a duel for power 
between Pen on and George Thomas, the English adventurer. The 
third period terminated with Lord Lake defeating the combined 
Mahratta and Sikh armies on September U, 1803 at Delhi. The British 
victory at Laswari a couple of months later destroyed the Mahratta 
power in Northern India and brought the British boundary to the banka 

I 

of the Jumna. It now appeared inevitable that the Cis-Sutlej princes 
would pass under British protection. But this was postponed for a while 
owi^g to a reaction against Wellesley’s forward policy and "although 
nothing was made known to the Sikh Chiefs of Sirhind, their oonnection 
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with the British came virtually to an end so far as regarded flip 
benefits of alliance." 


reciprocal 


In the meintime, Ranjit Sin.L;li, who had made his aothoritv 
predomin.nt in the regions west of the Sutlej, was casting -covetons 
eyes” on the Cis-Sutlej territory. In 180(5, he was invited to intervene 

‘n a quarrel between Patiala and Nabha; in lh07 and 1808, !„• a-d,, 

crossed the Sutlej It became apparent that, if left to himself" 1.,. 
would soon bring all these Chiefs under him. The CInefs, tno beinn 

alive to tins danger, formally applied to the Pritisb Resident at Dellu 
for prutectmn; in March 18US, Lord Minto, the Governor-General, sent 

Mete- Ife to negotiate the treaty of .\mrit.sar (.April 25, KSOd) with Ranjit 

Singh who was told that all the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs had been taken under 

British protection and that he must limit bis authority to the north bank 
of the Sutlej. 


The treaty of Amriti-ar ushered in a fresh phase of the Cis-Suth i 
istory. The English Political .Agents came to be stationed within tliis 
zone at centres like Karnal, Ainhala and Ludhiana. Prom i8U9 to 
the outbreak of the first Sikh War in 18-15, the Supreme Government was 

repre ented at these out-posts by a succession of able men like David 
Ochterlon.v, William Murray, Claude Jacob Wade, and George Russel Clerk 
whom the course of the perfi rmance of their duties and trying to keep 
in with the trends of British policy addressed detailed despabh.s to 
their superiors at Delhi and Calcutta, repenting all matters of interest 
o t^he Company s power and obtaining guidance and sanction for their 

own actions in return. These matters were of a very varied nature and 
as such can not be covered in this introduction. Relations of Ranjit 

Singh with the Cis-Sutlej States, relations of Lahore Durbar with the 
British Government, disputes between the States and the Company and 
between the States themselves, cases of gross mal-adminislration in the 
Protected territory and ser.ous breaches of peace, are only a few of 
outstanding importance. Clerk’s coiresj onderce is typical of that of 

other Political Agents with one exception- he held charge of the Ambala 
and Ludhiana agencies successively. 



As far as the magnitude of Clerk's Cis-Sutlej correspondence is 
concerned, there are about 1100 letters (1084 to be exact) written by him; 
about 760 are those which were received by him ; besides there is one 
book of vernacular correspondence, a number of letters classed as 
m scellaneous and about a hundred letters inter-mixed with Clerk's 
Trans-Sutlej correspondence. In addition, there are another one hundred 
or more letters pertaining exclusively to Kaithal. I have also read such 
letters of other Political Agents, including Richmond's and Broadfoot's, 
which are relevant to the matters treated in Clerk's correspondence. 

Thus the present dissertation is built upon an intensive study of more 
than two thousand letters and despatches which are contained in nearly 
eihgt thousand folios of foolscap size. 

My one great difficulty has been the arrangement of this extensive 
material into the form of chapters. There is no printed material in a 
book-form in existence to be of some suggestive help for no scholar has 
treated this region historically except perhaps Griffin who, too, made a cur¬ 
sory study of this correspondence in the context of his own compilations of 

a much wider scope. These are three in number : The Law of Inheritance 
to Chiefsbips, The Rajasof the Punjab, and The Chiefs and families of 
Note in the Punjab. Though representing a laudable pioneering effort, 
these works are necessarily sketchy at places and contain minor mistakes 
about dates and facts. Griffin had no successor in the matter of seriously 
examining and historically resolving the earliest records of the Anglo-Cis- 
Sutlej relationship. As already mentioned, the contents of these 
records are much loss glamorous than those pertaining to the Company's 
relations with the Trans-Sutlej Sikh Kingdom. Moreover, owing to 
their legalistic character, they make an extremely tedious and wearisome 
reading fora student of history. Tiijs, perhaps more than anything 
else, accounts f.T their neglect. However, this circumstance provides 
an ample justificiation for my attempting to present an historical 
appreciation of Clerk's Cis-Sutlej correspondence. 

In arranging this correspondence, I have adopted the following 
'modus-operandi,' 


In Chapter I, I have provided a brief historical back-ground ’to 
the establishment of the Luhdiana Agency, the nature of its work, the 


siluation confronting Clerk on his appcjintnient, the basis of tlie illations 
of the Cis-Sutlej States with tiie Supreme Government and finally then 
anomalous relations with the nominal sovereign of India, the Muglial t uler. 


In Chapter II, I have traced the laws of succession among the 
C'is-Sutlej Chiefs, giving instances of partitioning of different estates, of 
Karewa marriage and other Sikh institutions and tlie details of partiti' n 
disputes which arose in several pricipalities like Ramgarl), Malerkotla, 
I^unjpura, etc. These exemplify the complexities of the problem of 
partitioning and the pains taken by Clerk and his Goverument in 
reaching decisions. Again and again. Clerk draws his (iovernir.eut's 
attention to the fact that tfie Cis-Sutlej Chiefs had no rules to guide 
them, because before accepting the British protection, they had passed 
tlirough a period of anarchy and turmoil when might was always right, 

when the weak had to go to the wall and wlien sword alone decided all 
disputes. There was not a Chief who had not a claim on its neigld)our. 

As Lawrence so pertinently observed; ”.being a people of yesterday 

and having gained every thing by violence.they have not had time 

to settle down and make laws of inheritance...some sort of rules appear... 
to have been from time to time patched up but in such times and such 
people, the law of the sword was the only one recognized.'* Tims Clerk’s 

difficulties were intensified in the absence of any well-recognized laws or 

« 

customs governing inhertance. When one studies these peases, one 
is struck by Clerk's herculean efforts In the T midst of a morass 
of claims and counter-claims to do the right thing and lo make his 
decisions conform to certain broad considerations accepted by civilized 
cummunities. That the Cis-Sutlej princes were not developed politically, 
that they had little civic consciousness or sense of right or wrong, and 
were, therefore, not easily convinced in cases where their demands were 
judged untenable, made Clerk’s task all the more difficult and onerous 
and his achievements correspondingly all the more remarkable. 


In Chapter TIT, I have examined the cases of those Chiefships 
which partiaUy or wholly escheated to the British Government and the 
underlying principles which guided Clerk in the attitude he adopted in 
each case. The Chiefs, when accepting the British protection in 1809 
had been told that no tribute would be demanded from them. Later on, 
a change came over Government’s attitude when it felt chary of affording 
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ih'i protection without expecting anything in return. After all, the 

Company had been ackrowledged as the feudal over-lord of all the 
Cis-Sutlej Chieftains, having assumed the paranaountcy of the Mughal 
Government. As such, it claimed the right t > resume a principality, 
whenever, a chief died without direct heirs, and to refuse adoption. 
Moreover, Clerk and other contemporary British officials were eager to 
extend the benefits of direct British administration to the peoples of 
the Protected Sates. The administration of the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs lacked 

system and efficiency, when judged by the British standards. In the 
strong words of Griffin, to compare the British administration in the last 
century with those which existed side by s de with it was an insult to 

the intelligence and that Native rule in India in those days generally 
signified oppression of the most terrible kind, insecurity of life and 
properly, luxury and debauchery in the Prince^and misery and want in 
the people. Barring a few exceptions and allowing for a little 
exaggeration of language, it must be reluctantly admitted that Griffin's 

indictment is true. One reason for this sorry state of affairs is that 
political authorities irresponsible in the matter of internal Government 
and well protected by a Suzerain power against external attack are 
seldom used wisely or well. Clerk was, therefore, naturally inclined to 
his Government assuming possession of principalities whenever an 
opportunity occurred. The‘doctrine of lapse,'made so famous by Lord 
Dalhousie a decade later, was but a mere exposition of the claim of 

Government to annex territories of the Indian rulers--a claim which 

had been sponsored by many British administrators, from the highest to 

the lowest, for years preeding the Indian Mutiny. During the period of 

Clerk's agency, a number of Chiefships were taken over by the Supreme 

Government, though I have discussed only a few important escheats in 

the main chapter, placing the rest in the Appendix to the Chapter. In 

these instances also, Clerk tried his best to enunciate and follow -certain 

broad and rational principles which were in keeping with the British 

Government's anxiety to ensure that, as far as possible, no act of glaring 

injustice be committed'in its name. It was this latter consideration 

which led to the complete restoration of the lapsed territory of 

Mustafabad and Baghat and to the parti^ return of Jind to their 

c^.lers. 


Chapter ;V contains either quarrels between different co-parceneis 
or disputes between the Cis-Sutlej princes an 1 their feudal dependants. 
The latter had accepted their protection in troublous times, but were 
anxious to change it in favour of the British protection which was le-s 
onerous. The following lines from a despatch of Murray illustrate the 
attitude of Political Agentj, including Clerk’s. > 


“The general subject of interference in States and between Chief 
and vassal appears to me to be altogether a very anomalous business and 
the degrees of tenure are so numerous, it is scarcely possible to legislate 
on any determined and fundamental principles by which the rights 
and prerogatives of the Chief may be held inviolate and lands of all 
vassals who originally shared on the acquisition of the country, be 
secured to them so long as they maintain their fidelity to their head. 
The Chiefs under our protective guarantee no longer requiring military 
services of their vassals will be too apt to goad them to resistance by 
unjust and oppressive measures that they may cause a pretext for the 
satisfaction of their cupidity by the resumption of the vassalage lands.'* 

4 

I have related only a few such quarrels in the main body of this 

chapter, and have incorporated others in the corresponding Appendix 

Clerk's work in this regard also cannot be over-looked. His despatches 

exhibit the thoroughness with which he discussed each case,' as they 

reveal the factious spirit prevailing among the disputants. Two disputes 

are notorious—one between the Maharajkians ahd the Phulkia Chiefs and 

the other between the Pathan and the Sikh co-parceners in Indri. The 

impression that one gathers from Clerk's writings, relevant to this 

Chapter, is his love of fair play and keen anxiety to be judicious in 
all cases. 

• ' i ' 

. j . i Chapter V contains) the disputes between the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs 
and the British Government-the most famous being the dispute between 
Patiala and Government over Bhatti and Hariana frontiers. Here, as 
in other similar cases, Government tried to be very accommodating and 
willing to treat its opponent with great consideration. As Griffin writes; 

the policy of the British Gpvernment so far as the Sikhs are concerned 
has been uniformly liberal, enlightened, and just, that in no single 
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Instance has it abused its strength to oppress its weaker neighbours# 
but that on. the contrary,.it has taken less than its undoubted right and 
has decided disputed questions with a genero-*ity and dis-intere^tedrie& 
which will be, looked for in vain 'in the administration of an^otlier 
country.” addition toisuch disputes, I haVe also' dealt with the 
imposituu.of duties by the* Chiefs and the attitude of Governnient 
tcwafds this important prpblem. In this matter also Government was 
actuated by its desire to promote trade and it made energetic efforts to 
mprove and systematise the ^ethods of cojlectiqg customs-duties 
thi^o'ughoht ’the Cis-Sutlej area. 


1. f 


In Chapter VI, I have discussed the problems of mal-administratioh 
pf thjs Ch ef? and the efforts made by Clerk 'to induce them to'effedt 
iroprovepaents The Chiefs were often too indolent*or apathetic to ^better 
tfiejr paethods of governance with the result that Clerk-^'$re ^as oftdn 
arpiised. Then there was another problem to be faced———tte 
^jfloxdeiliness and la\4^1essness Of the Akali9'(the Immortalil who at 
crossed the river to >yhet their appetite for plunder.* Chapter 

includes seve al references to the Sikh Contingent^ stationed at Ambdla, 
under Clerk's control, consisting of quota of horsemen, contributed by 
the Chiefs, 




t « 
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This descripticiu in outline of tl^e arrangpipent of thesis does 
by no mf ans exhaust the fi^U scope of Clerji's co^re^pp^d^npp. Ip addUipo 
to the Iptfc^rs referred tq ahpv^, there arp scpyps pf otheiis whiph ape^ 
of topics like construction of roads, bridges, and riyerTdams, c e^ng pf 
forests, (^rainjng of maph^s, ipalUng more eppita^le revenue ^ttleppeqf^ 

bring ng barren lands; uqder cpltivation jtppioveinpqt of tradP» 

of bazap, and ither ps^ful hp^djugs, etp descriptive of the manifold 
nature of the work of Clerk. These have not been discussed at. aUV 
great length in this thesis as they fall out of my plan. They provide 
unmistakable evidence, however, that Clerk directed his attention not 
only ^ to political problems Such as affecting the Princes but also 

material well-being and prosperity of their subjects. 
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„ , -n J !■ r ■ ' . j' *•' lii/Ut 1 

The volumes' of records to which I have referred are 31, 32 
and 34 to .39,^ 77. to 83, 88A a;nd'a number ^of other books containing 

vernacular or miscellaneous correspondence. ’ Besides, I have also 

t*. ai.;> .^.r '.'..i.: .\t Ju'.Cl 



consulted several voluijies containing the correspondence of Ocbterlony, 
Birch, Murray, Richmond and Brpadfoot, as shown in the foot-notes 

Among printed works, I hayp consulted Griffin's ‘The Law of Inheritance 

J.V.; • '*• 

to ChiefshipSj’ -The Rajas of t^e Punjab', and ‘Chiefs and Families of 
Note in the Punjab’*, apd of course the well-known and quite 

indispensable History of the Sikhs by J.D. Cunningham.* I haver.also 

read the Calcutta Reviews—especially Volumes I and II of the period 

from May to December 1844, William Edward’s “Reminscepces of a 
Bengal Civilian,” Goldsrnid’s “Biop'aphy of James Outtam,” Priusep’a 

"Hiptory of the Sikhs." and Steinbach’s “The Puniub." But their use. 

J M j... • . f i ■ / • . t ' ^ J 

especially of the four last-named, could very well be dispensed with, 
without materially affecting the results of my study. * There is a 
paucity of published works on this period, as I have already stated, and 
several T'as'pefSts ■ ofTtbie Punjab History continue to be obscure and 
confused. Many of the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs have died out or lost their 
pre-eminent position, and no body knows what has happened to their 
records No research scholars in states like Patiala, Nabha and Jind 
-4iav«-worked on-this period or brought to light any records. 


In short, the most important source of this thesis is Clerk's 

correspondence itself. At times written in very bad hand and in 
equally bad ink, with plenty of grammatical and spelling mistakes made 


1. Their years of publications are 1869, 1873, 1940 respectively, 

(The last has been corrected upto July 1, 1639). 

t. 1 have used the edition published in 1853, 

5. Besides, I have read several other published works but they, having proved of 
no great help to me, have not been mentioned by me. 



? - 

,by the copyists, with frequent omissions or illegible words, th® 

• correspondence of Clerk has had nevertheless a faschinating interest for 

; 

, * 

■ me. As I have pored over these old, musty and worm-eaten pages of 

> 

4 

ithe bound volumes preserved in the Punjab Record Office, I have 

marvelled at the manifold aspects of Clerk's achievment—his industry, 

‘application and versatility.^ He might have had certain prejudices and 

wrong notions, might have committed a few errors—errors and prejudices 

. • 

are inseparable from human agency—but his moral uprightness, his 
passion for truth and above all his sincerity and good faith are only too 

apparent. He well believed that his work was righteous and that it 

« 

would endure. 

» 

. • * • ^ 

' ■ t 

INDRA KftlSHEN. 


January, 1952, 

DYAL SINGH COLLEGE, 

KARNAL. 



1. On account of vagaries shown by, them in cpellJiig Proper Kouns, to be found ji» 
* * ^ 
despatchos^ I have had no alternative b\it to adopt their modern speliioga in extracts 
xjuoted by me. 
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CtlA fi 


A. The Establithment of a British Agency at Ludhiana. 


The establiBbinent of a British Agency at Ludhiana was an 
inevitable corollary to the treaty of friendship signed between Maharaja 
Ranjit Jingb and the Company's QJvemmen^ This important diplo¬ 
matic transaction^ otherwise know as the Treaty of Amritsar, was 
signed on April 25, 1809, According to its terms, the Sikh ruler 
had to renounce his sovereignty over all the “ Sirhiud Chiefs ”, i. e. 
the Sikh Chiefs existing towards the south and east of the river 
Sutlej and to confine himself and his ambitious to the regions, north and 
west of it.^ Thus all chances of extension of Ranjit Singh’s authority 
towards the river Jumna disappeared for ever. The Treaty of Amritsar, 
on the other hand, installed the Company’s sovereignty over the 
Phulkian states of Patiala. Nabha, Jind and Kaithal, and dozens of 

petty Chieftains of varying degrees of importance—Jo^trdars, Pa^tdars 

and Afwio/dara—collectively known as the Sirhind and Malwa Chiefs. 

The most fruitful effect of the treaty was that it provided 
opportunities to the British Government to influence, at times, the 

policy of Ranjit Singh towards his neighbours, a fact which often 
exercised his patience. This is what happened in the matter of his 
relations with Sindh and Afghanistan, and Wade, the English Agent at 
Ludhiaua, built much personal influence with Ranjit Singh to bo able 

to moderate bis designs against those powers. The Maharaja was 
made to realise his limitations, the inferiority in efficiency end training 
of his troops in terms of English standards and more particularly his 
much more circumscribed economic and financial resources. So con- 


li Cunningham'a “ History ot the Sikbs p. 141, 


See also, Caloutts Review, Jaauary-Juno 1S46, pp. 364-6$. 


vinced he grew of these, that he hesitated and postponed until the 
end of his life any thought of fighting the English power, though he 
nourished deep-rooted suspicion and distrust of her diplomatic moves 
concerning the north-we&tern regions. How he did not relish the terms 
of the Tripe rtite Treaty of 1838, which opened out to the English the 
prospect of establishing military out— posts at Kandbar, Ghazni, Kabul 
and Jallalalabad, is well-known. Even then he had to join the English 
in the Afghan expedition or else he would have been left out. ^ 

L' ‘ 

In the matter of Sindh, Ranjit Singh did not abandon his designs 
until the very end, although the British thwarted him all along. At 
times be was so chagrined as to strengthen his forces with a spurt and 
possibly think of forming some sort of a mutually helpful alliance with 
Nepal, as is shown by the cordial reception given to the Nepalese 
Mission in 1837.^ The measure of his resentment might 


1 . The coming of the mission aroused great alarm in the rnind of Wade, the 
English Agent at Ludhiana, who was afraid that other states might join 

the Lahore-N^epal Alliance and thus establish a balance of power* against 

• • * 

the British in India. Again, when the Maharaja w’as on his death-bed in 
June, 1839, an Agent arrived from the Raja of Bikaner. 

I 

There had been earlier Sikh-Gurkha intercourse also, for example 
Elliott writing to Murray on February 9,1826 requested him to trace the 

f 

party from Nepal which had been reportod by the then Collector of Bareilly 
(B. N. 26, p. 89) and detain them, if possible (B. N. 26., L. N. 31). Again 
he wanted to find out whether Nepal and Lahore rulers were in the habit of 
keeping any diplomatic intercourse (B. N. 26, L. N. 68). He sent an extract 
of letter from the Political Secretary to t^overnment to his address (p. 190 ). 
Wade also sent some news of the Nepalese mission to Mxxrray giving the 
names of the Nepalese agents—Ganga Bam, Hardhian and Devi Dos and the 
manner of their reception (B. N. 26., L. N. 74, April 17, 1826). Murray sent 
n reply on April 28, 1826, in which he declared that there had been no 
avowed diplomatic intercourse between tho two courts since the expulsion 
of ti e Gurkhas from the Hille situated inter Qogra and Sutlej ; whatever 
correspondence they might have kept might have been a " secret one 
(B. N. 72., L. N. 341). 


I 



have shown itself more unequivocally, had he been alive at 
the time of the Kabul disaster of 1841, for in terms of the Treaty of 
1809, the English had no right of interfering in liis affairs in regions 
beyond the Sutlej.^ 


B. History of the British Agency- 

It was in April, 1810, that Colonel (afterwards Sir David) 
Ochterlony was appointed Agent to the Governor General at Ludhiana. 
He conducted his correspondence relating to the affairs of the Cis-Sutlej 
Chiefs with the Supreme Government at Calcutta through the Resident 
at Delhi.® In June 1810, Captain G. *Birch was appointed as his 
Political Assistant. This shows that the new Agency developed a fair 
amount of political work practically from the time of its institution. 
Ochterlony was away on military duty during the Gurkha War, from 
October 1814 to June 1816 and during this period, Birch deputised for 
him at Ludhiana. On Ochterlony’e resuming charge, his designation 
was clarified and altered as Superintendent of Political Affairs and Agent 
to the Governor-General in the Territories of the Protected Sikh and 
Hills Chiefs between the Jumna and the Sutlej. He was given another 
assisetant in Lieutenant Ross. Birch was now stationed at Nahan and 
Ross at Sabathu. 


In October 1816, the office at Ludhiana was transferred to 
Karnal where it remained until March 20, 1822, when it was transferred 


1. All these facts ebow that his 80 called pro«British Policy was inspired by dread 

of their power and not by any genuine feeling of trust or goodwill as has been 
supposed by several writers. 

2. The control over the Prelected Sikh was States transferred from the Resident 

at Delhi to Ochterlony (B. N. 16, L. N. 24, June 28, 1809). 

From May 1, 1832, the Resident began to be called the Governor- 
General’s Agent at Delhi and frome Juno 26, 1835, the Agent to the Govemqjent 

of Agra, Delhi. 


to Ambala.i A third Assistant, Lieutenant William Murray, was appoint^ 
ed in July 1815 and posted to Ludhiana in November 1816. His duties 

were to look after tlie Royal family of Rabul in exile there and also to be 
in charge of the Treasury and Police at that outpost. In Ochterlony s 
absence the three Assistants were to conduct the duties of the Agency 
directly through the Resident at Delhi. In December, 1816, Birch was 
transferred from Nahan to Kamal where he continued until September 16, 
1821, and was then relieved by Rosa.* 


Ross was succeeded as Deputy Superintendent at Ambala by 
Murray on April 6, 1823. In turn, Murray was relieved by Lieutenant 
C. J. Wade at Ludhiana. The sub-agency at Sabathu was now held by 
Captain C, P. Kennedy, the Cammandant of the Nasiri Battalion who 
was styled as Principal Assistant to the Resident at Delhi.® The petty 
hill Chiefs were placed under his iurisdiction while the bigger hill states 
like Sirmur, Hmdur and Bilaspur were under the supervision of Murray at 


1. Ress informed Middleton that he had removed his office from Kamal to Ambala 
(B. N. 70, L. N. 110). 


In November, 1821, Ross wrote to Swinton, Secretary to Government of 
India, suggesting the transfer of his office from Kamal to Ambala as the 
military and political control of the country between the Jumna and the 
Sutlej were not vested in one officiel. Ambala was chosen as an appropriate 

place being situated in a central place, and as it would lapse to Government at 
the death of its ruler, Sardami Dya Kaur, who was ill and very old (B. N. 70, 

• N. 74). The transfer was sanctioned. (Resident at Delhi to Ross’ 

Januaryie, 1822,B.N. 22 , L.N. 61 . » i>aini to Ross, 


*. Birch to Ochterlony, September 16, 1821, B. N. 70, L. N. 40, 
Ross to Ochterlony, September 16, 1821, B. N. 70. L. N. 44 . 

3. Ochterlony to Ross, October, 0 1821. B, N.21, L. N. 161. 
Ross to Murray, April 6 , 1823, B. R. 2 ,, L 41 . 


Boss to Murray, April 6, 1823, B. Jf. 71, U N. 77. 
Ross to Fraser, April 6, 18M, B. N. 71 , L. N. 78, 



Ambala. From June 14, 1827, Murray began to be called as 

Political Agent, Ambala, while Wade was designated as Political 

Assistant. Ludhiana.' On Ootoher 27, 1827, Murray was relieved of 

the charge of Lahore dependencies but he continued to be in charge 

of the Protected Sikh States. The Lahore dependencies were entrusted 

to Wade, who conducted correspondence with the Supreme Govern¬ 
ment at Calcutta, through the Resident at Delhi.* 

•Further changes took place on the death of Murray at Sabathu 
on June 28, 1831. Mr. Ross Bell succeeded him temporarily until 
the appointment of Mr. George Russel Clerk on August 13, 1831.* 

InvJuly 1832, Wade’s designation was further changed from Political 
Assistant to Political Agent. In July 1838, Clerk was vested wtih 
the supervision of the affairs of Maharaja Ranjit Singh’s Cis-Sutlej 
possessions in addition to his other duties while Wade was entrusted 
with the management of the British relations with Ranjit Singh 


1. Hislop to Murray, June 14, 1827. B. N. 27, L. N. 160. 

Murray could not aummon to Ambala the agent of Ranjit Singh at Ludhiana 
without the permission of Wade (Metcalfe to Murray, November 4, 1826 
B. N. 26, L. N. 234). 


2 . 


Trevelyan to Murray, October 27, 1827, B. N. 27. L. N. 260. 

Murray was asked to communicate with Wade and carry into execution 

the arrangements sanctioned by Government in compliance with a desire 
expressed by Ranjit Singh for the separation of the jurisdictions of the 
PoUtical Agents of Ambala and Ludhiana. Colebrooke informed Murray that 
the superintendence of the Political Agent. Ambala over the Protected 
States and that of the Political Assistant, Ludhiana over the Cis-Sutlei 
possessions of the Lahore State in future would be entirely separate (B. N. 27. 

Prinsep to BeU, June 28, 1831, B. N. 31, L. N. 31. 

Prinaop to Clerk, June 28, 1831, B. N. 31. L. N. 32. 

Clerk to Beeident, August 13, 1831. B. N. 77, L. N. 51 

The post was offered to Clerk on June 28, 1831. but he took charee 
only on Au^st 13. 1831. The salary offered was Rs. 2000/- per mensem 
(Swinton to Clerk, September 2. 1831. B. N. 31, L. N. 51). 

QorUintud ou next 


regarding the affairs of the Trane-Sutlej Punjab and his possessions 
beyond the Indus.^ In March, 1840, Clerk was entrusted with the 

Agency at Ludhiana and given the designation of Agent to the 

Governor-General for the affairs of the Punjab ; this was further altered 
to Agent to the Governor-General, North West Frontier in the sanae 

year.2 Clerk had held tenaporary charge of the Ludhiana Agency 
twice previously - once from December 1836 to April 1837 and a second 

time for about a year-from November 1838 to October 1839 during 
Wade's absence to Lahore and Afghanistan, respectively ^ In March 
1840, it was settled that in matters relating to the affairs of the 

Trans-Sutlej Punjab and the Court of Lahore, Clerk was to corres¬ 

pond with the Suj reme Government, while the Control of ^the 
Cis-Sutlej principalities was vested -in the Government of the North- 
West Frontier and concerning their affairs Clerk was to correspond 
with that Government.^ In October, 1842, Clerk was appointed Envoy 
to the Court of Lahore and held that office until June 1843 when 
he was made Lieutenant Governor, North West Provinces. He was 
succeeded at Ludhiana by Lieutenant-Colonel A. F. Richmond, who 

assumed charge on June 21, 1843^. 


ContiniLed from page. 5 

Clerk had also worked for some time in Delhi, as First Assistant, Residenoy 
for we have one letter from Murray addressed to him in that capacity 
(B. N. 75, L. N. 4, January 23, 1828). He himself refers tc it in a letter to 
Fraser of August 18, 1834 (B. N. 83, L. N. 127). (He was in June 1831, 
the Political Agent at Kota in Rajputana, and a little earlier had acted as 
Agent at Jaipur). 

li Macnaghten to Clerk, July, 23, 1838, B. N. 38, L. N. 40, 

Maddook to Clerk, March 16, 1840, B. N, 129, L. N 1. 

2. Clerk writing to Metcalfe on January 20, 1841, informed him of the new 
designation. He added that the office of Political Agent, Ambalsi had 
been abolished and that place had become a Political Assistant-ship like 
Ludhiana and Ferozepur (B. N. 83, L. N. 168). 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, April 29, 1837, B. N. 83. L. N. 15. 

Clerk to Macnaghten, November 30, 1838, B. N, 104, L, N. 1. 

Torrens to Clerk, January 7, 1839. B. N, 123, L. N. 7. 

4. Maddook to Clerk. March 16, 1840, B. N. 129, L. N. 1. 

Metealfe to Clerk, May 13, 1840, B. N. 126, L. N. 86. 

o, Clerk to Edw^ss, June 21, 1843, B. N. 168, L. N. 6?. 


C— Work of the Agency at Ambala* 

As to the actual work of the Agency, the affairs of the Rajas 
and Chiefs in communication with the Agency kept the office staff 
very busy. Then there was the work of copying in, registering, making 
transcripts for despatch’, taking down evidence and embodying volumi¬ 
nous proceedings held in cases occurring between the protected Sikhs.' 
There were also to be kept journals of daily proceedings which were 
required for the public to whoso inspection they remained open at all 
times.a Weekly diaries had to be prepared for despatch to the 
Supreme Government to enable it to keep in touch with allirnportant 
matters.^ In reply to Government’s complaint that Clerk did not send 
the diary’, he stated : “The duties of this office are of such an extensive 
and complicated nature that it is difficult to find time for the diaries, 
and although I have each week under taken them, I have hither to 
faUed in completing them, having been compelled to desist on finding 
the occupation of my time with it has occasioned heavy accumulations 
of the current business of this office.’’- Later, Clerk demanded th<i 
service of an Assistant for preparing diaries, as he did not like to 


1 . 

2. 


Clerk to Fraser, August 10, ISHt. B. N. 80, L.N. 120. 

This work interrupted the other important duties of tho writers and so l.o 

demanded tho service of two or three more writers in Persian, He pointed 

out that ho was not in favour of giving up this as “this prompt publicity" 

dimmished the “unautliorised sources of gain” wliich presented themseles 

tathe natives employed in the Agency Office. This Jioznan,cl.a was at times 

a week or more in arrears, as the Persian Mu^saddis were very busy with 
other duties (B. N. 78, L. N. 58). ^ ^ 




Macnaghten to Clerk, July 29, 1832, B. R. 32, L. N. 62. 

Clerk to Macnaghten September 21, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 68 
Trevelyan to Clerk, June 19, 1834, B. N. 34, L.N.' 40 . 


Clerk ^ote that he had to prepare the diary himself, and to waste 
many hours that should have been devoted to “matters of more moment and 
to despatching the current business of the office.” 

Oierk to Fraser, April 30, 1833, B. N. 79, L N. 26. 

Clerk also observed: “I understand the instructions.required me to do 

BO. Ihe record has been kept as regularly as I could keep it, but my time 

has hitherto proved insufficient for its translation.I shall now make 

evry exertion to prepare iti” 





be interrupted in discharge of his important duties.^ Then there was 
work in connection with escheated lands called ‘‘The Reserved Lands. 
The annual revenue of such lands amounted to Bs. 1,80,000, and the 
people Inhabiting them numbered 150.000. These were not contiguous 
and were surrounded on all sides by the lands of independent Sikh 
Sardars. They had long been neglected and needed much care and 
attention to ensure the welfare and protection of British subjects 

living on them.^ 


1. Clerk to Fraser, May 10, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 31. 

One of the duties was connected with petitions which Clerk used to 

receive five days a week. In one day twenty to thirty petitions receive(L 
Among the petitioners were many subjects of the protected Chiefs and such 

persons were referred to the rulers concerned; at times he introduced a very 
importantpetitioner to a ruler’s Vakil or agent who usuaUy lived at Ambala. 

Clerk observed: “Any other mode of proceeding.would leave me no time to 

look to the concerns of our own subjects in this quarter or for the conduo 
of complicated affairs between protected Chiefs.requiring attention andt 

adjustment.*’ (B. N. 79, L- N. 106). 

Again in a latter of 1840, he wrote that his reception of applications 
and petitions was nob limited to any particular timeor place ; a Mutsaddi 
used to sit at his door at all hours of day and night to receive them ; oven 
when he went for a ride, the Mutsaddi would accompany him ready to-reoeive 
petitions, (B. N. 83, p. 227). 

2, clerk to Frsaer, August 16, 1832. B. N. 80, L. N. 126. 

The following was the establishment sanctioned in 1832 by Qovermnent 


for Clerk’s office:— 

1 English writer 

• « « 

Ksi 

100 

per mensem. 

1 Persian Munsbi 

« • « 


100 

99 

99 

IwNaib Munshi 

• • « 

ff 

30 

99 

99 

1 Gurmukhi writer 

« « « 

ff 

30 

99 

99 

1 Mohafis Dafter 

« • • 


26 

99 

19 

10 Abalkar at Rs. 4 each 

• • • 


40 

99 

99 

1 Jamadar of Ahalkars 

a • » 

99 

6 

*9 

99 

Total; 

Swinton to Fraser, April 2, 1832, B. N. 32. p. 66. 
Later on, be demanded larger establishment, as 

331 „ 

the work of 

99 

his offioe 


had expanded. The greater number of oases that he had to hear, more ttre* 
nous revenue and police duties in Ambala and outside and the rising tide of 
insecurity of life and property in the neighbouring Sikh principalities neoesai* 

tated this increase. Another cause was the extension of British control and 
the sub-division of the estates (B. N. 79, LL. N. 126 and 170)* 
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presided, almost for a full decade, 
George Russel Clerk, one of the ablest of the English administrators in 

India at the time. Historians and writers like Cunningham,* Henry 
Lawrence,* and Prinsep>-to mention only a few-have paid tribute to his 
diplomatic skill shown in his dealings with the Protected Princes. 
Herbert Ed wardes thougnt he was ■' beyond doubt the most accomplished 
Indian diplomatist of his day.”* Low, the biographer of Pollock, called 
him a veteran statesman and the political father of Sir Henry Lawrence 

Mackeson and others.* Lawrence styled him •• the Preuxchevalier ” or 
the gallant knight of the Civil Service.* 


1. Cumiingham says i,, a footnote—“In the Sikh States on eitho M f 
the sutlei, the British Government was tong fortunate in hein r^pr:: 1^: 

oiri”;::: r-- ”• 

p,.,, Th«. t, .b,„ a.,.LVLrr" i 

Again he observed: “-indenonHAnf u- 

was the person best suited to the requir.mentr 0®^™^^!.!!!““ 

2. He said : “It was fortunate for British interests that ai .h 

«eorge Russel Clerk was the British Politieal Agent for the tkh'^aT’ 

man of great energy and practicol good sense of unfli . ® “ 

t r:r ir ~ “t *••• 

.... r “at 

3. Prmsep, talking about Clerk caUs him “a aenH« 

talents and energy but practical good sen se antTht” h P‘’"®e*‘ns 
firmness gentle, conciliating and wiiLg it h 
the Punjab Volume 11, p 20I) 

i^e a, p. 247-48, pays a tribute to Clerk especially for the work 
he did to restore British prestige after the Afg'ian debacle. 

4. Quoted by Low m his Life and correspondence of Field-Marshal <i- 

George PoUock” in a footnote on p.611. Marshal, Sir 

5. ibid 

6. Calcutta Review, Volume 1 (May-Auguet 1844) p. 47«, 




(Ifis said, that Clerk kept a large number of horses and his 

of locomotion on horse-baok proved one among many causes of his 
unbounded influence with the Sikh Chiefs and people under his political 
charge.' Some of the horses were kept ready at all hours; he would 
reach the scene of a dispute, before the disputants could get tidings |.of 
leaving his headquarters. His presence was often quite sufficient to prevent 
an impending boundary fight between neighbouring villagers. When they 
heard that Eobin or white mare had been sent out a stage or two to wait 
for the ‘ Umbalawalla, ’ as the agent was universaUy called and would 
soon bring its master to the spot, they dared not proceed with their 
quarrel." Alone he would ride for miles into the villages and fields and 

converse withthe people and before they knew who he was, elicit 
information as tohimself and his officials." Small wonder. Clerk proved to 

successful an Agent. * 

Not only was he a great political agent, but also a great adxninis* 
tra/tor. He made an end of robbery and plunder prevailing in the regions 
administered by him. Land was reclaimed, and the portion of the 
country adjoining Karnal, Jind, Kaithal and Ladwa, which was once 
barren and unproductive, began to be cultivated.* He even intro¬ 
duced cotton and sugar and other remunerative crops. For this 


4 

1. William Edwarde; ^^Kemineoeaces of a Bengal Civilian—p. S3*3i. 

He described how Clerk rode from Ambala to Mussourie to confer with 

I 

Mr. Robertson, the Lieutenant Governor, N. W. P , over the Afghan problem 
towards the end of September 18411 he reached Mussourie in the morning 
and left the same evening for Ambala. Edwards also observed. .“This was 
ho unusual ride for Sir George**. 

'•2* t ti/bid, p. 33. As Edwards put it; **The Sikhs used to assert that he kept 
■i V a hundred horses in his stables, of whioh some were always ready posted 
towards every quarter, so it was no use to ^attempt any disguises with 
him’lt ' ] o 

3. Calcutta Review, Volume 11, Ootober-December 1844*p. 191 

4. Calcutta Review, Volume XI, Ootober-December 4344-p..l88 and 18L, 



purpose, he would make extensive tours and give out seed to all likely 
to benefit by it.'” 


Clerk, therefore, was typical of the best typo of English officers 
who have done so much to extend the benefits of their rule in this country. 
His work in connection with the Cis-Siitlej principalities is a menjorable 
one. No other English Agent occupied this office for so long a period 
and with such conspicuous success. Reworked hard to render his office 
worthy of the liberal ideals preached in lingland at the time. Deservedly 
popular with the princes and peasants alike, Clerk has left a great name 
for honesty, integrity and hard, useful work. 


D—Cit'Sutlej 


States and the Supre 


11 


e Government. 


The Sutlej Chiefs were taken under the protection of the 
Company's Government according to the Treaty of Amritsar by an 
** Ittilah-nama ” dated May 3, 1809.® This declaration became the 
Charter of Rights to which the Chiefs have since looked and appealed 
for the settlement of all questions that have arisen between them and 
the British Govern ment.” Its important articles were ;— 


1. Lawrence pays a tribute to Captain Murray who commenced *i the 
reformation and reclamation ” and says that he was “ nobly followed up 
by Mr, Clerk”. He gave the example of Ambala which was turned into 
a large walled town ** with streets and bazars better laid out and better 
built, than any town with which we are acquainted in Upper India”. 
Similarly he compared the British half of Thanesar with the other half 
managed by the widows of Fateh Singh and added that in the country 
the contrast was much greater ; the British Villages were ** progressing 
in cultivation ” while those of the Sardamis “ daily deteriorating. ’» 
(/bid, p. 191 and 194). 

At another place, ho observed • “The protected states have been for¬ 
tunate in their admistrators Ross, Murray and Clerk, who successively* 
managed the country ”—Calcutta Review, May-August, 1844, p. 467. 

2. Cunningham, p. 408, Appendix XXVI, and Griffin’s footnote in “ The Rajas 

of the Punjab ” (p. 122) and “Chiefs and Families of Note, Volume I, 

p. 66. Also see, Calcutta Review, May-August, 1844, p. 4C9-70. In the 
Calcutta Review the date of the proclamations is given as May 6, 1809. 


Afticle 2> 

All the country of the Chiefs thus taken under protection ^ 
shall be exempted from all pecuniary tribute to the Company’s 

Government. 




Article 3. 

The Chiefs shall remain in the, full exercise of the same 

* ^ \ 

rights and authority in their own possession which they enjoyed 
before passing under British protection. 

Article 4. 

Should a British force, on purpose of general welfare,l^e 
required to march through the country of the said Chiefs, it is 
necessary and incumbent that every Chief shall, within his * 
possessions, assist and furnish, to the full of his power, such force' 
with supplies of grain and other necessaries which may be demanded,* 


iOltf 


Article 5. i =■ 

Should an enemy approach from any quarter, for the purpose, 

of conquering this country, friendship and mutual ir terest require, 

that the Chiefs join the British Army with their force end exerting 

themselves in expelling the enemy, act under discipline and proper 
obedience.^ 

9 


The Chiefs, now freed from the menace of Ranjit Singh's 
power, embarked on a course of quarrelling among themselves with 
a view to bringing about the absorption or destmction of the weak 
n.o«.l..tel tt. I,„tog of . „oo.d pTOWloo „„ 

and other enbjeota of the 
S.-h,nd Ch.ef. the fntility „f .ppe.,tog „ bJo, offleeri, fe 

oo«pl.ml. thel, ohieftt ft f„rt|,„ . ^ 


1 


The rulers of Nabha, Nahan, Mani Majra, Malerkotla eto rtfr j'» 

rsT, 

L. N. 73, November 8, 1838)e 

The l.„g„.ge is a. follow,; ..-It „„ be i„p.e3,ed on the mind, of every 
,emmd^ and other subject, that the attainment of justice is to be expeo^ 

"^th‘ ““y “t’in .the “tallest 

, 410. Appendix 2«CV^.•• «>f 

$ 


t 



Sirdars since the last incursion of Raja Ranjit Singh, wrested the states 
of others and deprived them of their lawful possessions and that in the 
restoration they have used delays, until detachments of British army 
have been sent to eflFeot restitution. It is, therefore, by order of th^ 
British Government, hereby proclaimed that if any one of the Sirdars 

or others have forcibly taken possession of the estates of others, or 
otherwise injured the lawful owners, it is necessary that-the revenues 

of the estate from the date of ejection of the lawful proprietor, together 

with whatever losses the inhabitants of that place may sustain from the 

march of troops, shall without scruple be demanded from the offending 

party and for disobedience of the present orders a penalty.shall be 

levied^. 


In this way it fell to the lot of the English Agents, from 
Ochterlony to Clerk, to take upon themselves the most difficult and 
tedious task of deciding intricate questions relating to aggression of 
certain Chiefs against others, disputes between the Chiefs and their 
dependents, quarrels concerning boundaries of different domains, disputes 


1. Cunningham, p. 410—11 Appendix XXVI1. 

On January 7, 1823, Rose reported to Fraser several instance- 

of disorder in^ the protected Sikh states and raised the question of the 

degree of the interference to be exercised by the British Government. 
Fraser replied, as follows:— 

■‘When we engaged npon their solicitation to defend the Cis-Sutlej 
states from foreign invasion; we did not bind ourselves to uphold violence 
and injustice nor did we preclude ourselves from preventing the Chiefs 
become cruel despots. Although we promised not to interfere vexatiouslv 
and capriciously in the internal arrangement of their Governments, tl.e 
duty of protection involves a right of control, which we cannot abandon 
_ and must exercise. The British Govrnment will not become the Abettrr 
of cruelty and oppression, instead of being the protector of the weak 
and the promoter of order, virtue and justice. B. N. 71, L. N. 36. 
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ove- succession and inheritance and cases of escheat or lapse. As th ^ 
Chief, paid no tribute to the Supreme 

resorted to, whenever expedient or convenient. tribute''* 

made to sound the Chiefs if they were agreeable to giving y 

but they were not willing to do so.» They were told plainly that, m case- 
of non-payment of any tribute. Government would continue 

advantage of all lapses as the only mode of 

for the expense to which it was subjected bv extension of 

over the countries lying between the Sutlej and the Jumna.» The Chiefs 

must have regretted not having accepted the 

Government when they saw a number of principalHies ““^^ing 

and a part of Jind lapsing to it. Patiala and Nabha m.gh ^ 

also but for the right of adoption conferred on their rulers after the 

Mutiny, because of their long tried loyalty and fidelity to the , British 

s 

I 

Grown. < 


As to the ori.ninal jurisdiction of these Chjefs, the 
British Government in their first proclamation had promised 
to respect the rights and authority exercised by them before 


1. For the general principles underlying the work of British functionMiea, 
aee Cunninghum, p, 143-44 and the foot-note on p. 144-46. He pointed 
out how these officials, being immersed in detaiU, at timet held certain 
biased views but the Supreme Government always acted as a remote, 
deUberative or corrective body, as it could survey thing? through an 
atmosphere cleared of mitts and judge of measures with reference both to 
the univertal principles of justioe and etatesmansbip. 

Another writer wrote about them thus t ** Postoased iaar^th^ are 

of the views of the Supreme Government.the political agenta. though 

some times called upon to decide with promptitude upon the line of 
action to bo pursued in a sudden emergency, are for the mott'ipart little 
more than an executive body. They are the rppresentatives of the Governor 

‘ General_the exponenU of his opinions-the agenta of hia policy " 

(Calcutta Review, Volume VI. p. 312, January-June, 1847). 

In reality, the PoliUoal Agents had a dual role to pUy-they 

symbpUzed Government in the eyes of the Princes and in turn ropreaent 
■ed those PrinosB. before their own Government. ^ ^ 

2. A fuller exposition of the point will be offered later in thiswork 
g. Clerk to Metcalfe. Maroh S3, 1836, B. N. 88, L. N, 44* 
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^hey were received under their protection.* In the nccond 
Proclamation this right was once «gain confirmed in very clear 
terms. The zemindars and other subjects of the Chiefs were warned 
not to make complaints to British offifeials against their rulers as 
no attention would bo paid to such complaints. Specific examples 
were quoted when the British offic( rs did not interfere in the 
Judicial rights of the Chiefs. The subjects of the Chiefs were told 
“that the attainment of ju«»tice is to be expecU’d from their rcspec- 
tfve Chiefs’* and that “complaint to the officers of the British 
Government will be of no avail, and that they consider their reepec- 
ive Sirdars as the source of justice.*.” 

Another problem was the capture of criminals who fl d 
from British territory and took refuge in the domains of the Chiefs 
Mr. Turner, the magistrate at Seharanpur, wrote to Clerk, soliciting 
his help in the capture of certain criminals who had escaped into 
the neighbouring states. Clerk, in reply, admitted* that the Chiefs had 


1. Article 3 of the Proelamution : Cunninyham, p. 408, Appendix XXVI. 

Later on, the power of iife and death was taken nway form the 
iiands of small Chiefs. In 1844, Richmond reported that the Chief of 
Shahabad bad executed a man without a fair trial and so the Court of 

Directors ruled that this power should not bs left with petty Chiefs. 

Richmond to Thornton, May 7, 1844, B. N. 159, L. N. 67. 

Tborntoo to Broadfoot, August 5, 1845, B. N. 136, L. N. 44, and 

despatch of the Court of Directors Extract Para 1748, No. 20 of 1846, 
May 21, 1846. 

2. Cunningham, Appendix XXVII* p. 410. 

Clerk to Turner, June 9, 1832, B. N. 78* L, N. 116. ' 

He wrote: “The subjoined article of the proclamation of the Supremo 
Government to the Southern Sikhs in 1809 and again in 1811, securing 
to the latter the exercise of that jurisdiction and of those privileges 
previously exercised and enjoyed by them, is that which, 1 apprehend, must 
be considered as absolving them for any such obligation as that of delivering 
up whomsoev'er it may appear to us indispensable to the ends of justice* 
to be caused to be apprehended and punished. *' 

The Court of Directors also made certain observations on the subject 
of surrender of fugitives. According to them, this requisition ought to 

Continued on nnxt page 
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perfect right in granting shelter to such people or even in reAising 
to punish them, though he was confident that they would’ hdip 
the British authorities in such matters and refuse to harbour such 
offenders or to allow them to wander unrestricted in their own 
territories. But Clerk did not like the tone of Turner’s requisition 
as it was calculated to create obstacles rather than to secure^a 

continuance of the willing and prompt co<operation from the SiKh 

.authorities to achieve that end. 

The view that the Chiefs were not bound to surrender the 
British criminals, Clerk re-iterated in another letter to Turner making 

clear, however, that the obligations which these Princes owed to the 

British Government were perfectly well understood and acknowledged 
by them. That was why he could always count on their good 
will and co-operation. Clerk went on to declare that he received 

from the Chiefs most willing co-opration, provided he did not injure 

their feelings by any preemptory correspondence. He also added 
tliat all interference in their internal affairs was to be sorupoutly 

avoided as it proved not only vexatious and offensive but also 
degrading to them. In conclusion, Clerk remarked “—the attain¬ 
ment of the ends we have in view is best secured by maintaining 
or creating in them a sense of their own respectability.. ...and whrn 
a native Chief in the situation of these Sikhs becomes ost to all 
sense of respectability, the consequf'noes are harsh measures and in' 
most cases very unsatisfacory results.” 


Continued from p<ige 15 
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be oonf.ned to the case of heinous offences such as murder, highway 
robberies, etc. and they were of the view that •< the feelings of partioular 
native Gevemment, the eh araeter of its institutions and the general 
equity or oppressiveness of its rule may often require to be adverted 
to in ^he determination of euoh questions **. 

Further in regard to the interference of the British Government in 
Civil coses, it was pomted out bv them *« thaf f.Kr. • 

seek justioe from the legitimate superior of the p^rty “^‘ins? '“whom 

hia claim is preferred unless that party be resident or possess property 

B. N. 38. p, 44-4fi, Extract from the letter NoV 18 bf 1836.' dated 
May 27, USfi* of the Court of Directors. ■ 

Clerk to Turner, June 24, 1832. B N. 78, L. N. 181. 



With respect to the rlelirery of m.bjects of the Chiefs guilty of 
b,..k,„g . I.,. Cl„l. 

in Council, .luted October 24, 1824, which ran ns follows' 


. Governor-General is led to believe that tl,e .Sikh 

Chieftams claim to have generally exercised the right of punishing their 

own subjects, guilty of committing offences within the limits of a foreign 

crimes within the Delhy district and escape back to their own country, 

application should be made to their Chiefs or Government to inllict 
punishment as well as to make restitution to the injured party, ’ 


In a letter of 1843’ to Mansel, Junior Secretary at Calcutta 
Clerk discussed the position of British subjects committing crimes in the 
Indian States under his political control and remarked : “ I always desire 
that parties being British subjects in general, who transgress the laws 
of any independent state connected with us should be apprehended, 
convicted and punished by that state ; but the Chiefs, some time appre¬ 
hensive of their authority or the degree of its exercise being afterwards 

called in question and at others averse to being burdened with the 

maintenance of such prisoners, are reluctant to try or to punish them 

It therefore devolves on me to do so. But I do not on this account 

deliver to them crim inals, being their subjects who commit offences in 
the territories of the British Government under my management. These 

I try and convict......This I do so by right: the other I do, because some 

body muit oheck crime. 


I 




1. Clerk to Tur er, June 24. 1832, B. N. 78. L. N. 121. 

2. Clerk rem-irked: “Direct jurisdiction in criminal rases occurring m the 
territory of a Protected Chief is not properly speaking vested in my 

office ■N. 83, L. N. 174. ^ ^ 

8. CUrk to Manoel, February 18, 1843, B. N. 168, L. N. 21, ^ . 


• . 

• . 






But that was not the only problem which Clerk had to face. 
There were certain Chiefs who connived at crimes or did not punish the 
offenders. What was the duty of the British Government in such cases , 
According to Clerk, “ When there is a want of vigilance on the part of a 
Chief to check crime, it is the duty of a paramount state to notice his 
neglect ” and to see that no such miscarriage of jusUce should go 

unpunished.' 

A particular atrocious murder was reported by Clerk. Muisammat 
Bhagan, the daughter-in-law of Dya Singh, the Chief of Junkore or 
Tangaur, was murdered with the connivance of her father-in-law and 
Lai Singh, her deceased husband's brother. Lai Singh had wished 
marry her but she had refused to accept him. The servants of Lai Singh 
were reaponsible for this heinous oflFence. Clerk recommended that Lai 
Singh should be disinherited and expelled from the state while Dya Singh 

was to lose his share of the estate cxcpt a small village for his main¬ 
tenance. The estates were to escheat to the British Government.® In 
1841, two Sardars of Shahabad, Kanjit Singh and Sher Singh, were 
accused of forging a partition-deed. The former was fined Bs. 10,000 

and the latter Rs. 6,000.* 


1. Clerk to Tbrmason, June 8,1841, B. N. 8.^, L, N. 174. 


2. Ihid, and .Griffin • ** Chiefs and families of Kote in the ]?unjab 
Volume I, p. 44—The villages were given to Lai Singh's son Harnam Singh 
on whose death in 1844, Lai singb was reinstated. Bven earlier. Clerk 
bad spoken of Dya Singh’e estate as ** most ill-managed " and accused 
kim of associating with most lawless characters, B. N. 80, L. N. 109. 

Another such murder was committed by Partap Singh, Chief of 
Buddul, of his mother Man Kanwar, for which offenee he was transported 
for life—(B. N. 162, L. N. 13 and B. N. 132, L. N. 6). 



Clerk to Thomason, June 23, 1841, B. N. 83, L. N. 176. 

Thomason to Clerk, July 24, 1841, B. N, 128, L- N. 118. 

Thomason to Clerk, February 26, 1843, B. N. 132, L. N. 24, and Extract Paras 
62 and 63 of a despatch from the Court of* Directors, No. SO of 1842, 
December 30, B. N. 132, p. 39. 

Otherwise also, the Shahabad Sirds^a did not enjoy any good reputation; 

See B. N. 77, L. N. 98, B. N. 34, LL. N. 94 and 96, B. N, 80, LL. N. 


107 and 214, B. N. 81, LL. N. 11 and 116, B. N. 
LL. N. 29| 89 a^ 70. 


82, L. N. 46, and B. 

• * t 
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A word may be said about the criminal jurisdiction of tbe 

Pattidare or Jagirdars. Every Pattidar was his own Magistarto or 

Collector as far as his own internal arrangements were concerned.* 

Some Pattidare were very small ; others were quite important. They 

were often suspected of sheltering robbers and other desperadoes from 

the British territory. Many of the British officials regarded the dependent 

Pattees of the Reserved Estates (escheated estates) as under thei 

judicial control, whereas the Pattidars would not give up their judiciu 

rights. This led to unpleasantness between the Pattidars and the loca 

British officials. The whole position grew so confusing that Clerk had 

to ask for clarification.* Ultimately the Pattidars wore deprived 

of their magisterial powers and only entrusted with the management of 
their revenues.* 


1. Calcutta Keview. Volume IJ, Oetober-Dooembtr, Isn, p. i »2 

2. Clerk to Fraser, December 13, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N. 229. 



About the juriediction exercised b; the Br tieh euthoritiee in the Pattis 

Clerk remarked: •« The juris,hot ion-has been of a very anomalous deserip' 
tion. Disputes among tlie Sikh sliarers are referred to this office for 

adjustment—opinions are askc.i and prooodente sought of the headmen ol 

the Puttee in wliich tlio disputed claim arises—The Sarkardas or loading 

men in the Puttees, who may be conetitutod the referees by the Political 

Agent may oocasionally be misled in their dooUions-but after all the case 

is brought back again by petition to be I.eard and argued in his presenc! 

and if not so satisfied—the parties appeal to Deiby...But in Poboo matters 

within these Puttoos, a direct jurisdiction has not hitherto been practised. 

The power lius been assumed of taking cognizauoo of heinous offences but 

the punishment of the offenders has been relinquished to the Putteedars 

...In short the inhabitants of the Puttees have not been considered or 

treated as British subjects.” B. N. 80, L. N. 135,August 21, 1831. 


Again in hi. letter of December 10, Clerk informed Fraser that striol 
injunctions bad been given to the pattidai-s to prevent greater punishment 
being innicted than a crime should require and suggested the following plan in 
order to check the abuse of power by them :... “Organised as these putteedars 
are, each asserting hi. rights of indenendenco in relation to hie oo-sharer and 

Continue on the next pag 


of the Pa«i(iar 5 of. Ambala, Clerk . stated that the 
and Police of the Fattees, though not so directly _ managed 
as the police and Revenue of the lapsed Ohiefships, were subject tio 
hie control.' If any serious complaint of mal-adminstration ^ or 
oppression was prefered by the ZetnitiddTS, the political Agent had 
uU ' discretion to intervene and adjust their differences, Po the 
Pattidars it was left to take cognizance of misdemeanours and minor 
ofTences but even such cases came before the political Agent in 

f 

the form of appeals.^ , 

K—The Cis'Sutlej chiefs and the Moghal Ruler. ! 

The d'lestion of the attitude of the British Government towards the 
Moghal ruler in relation to Cis-Sutlej Chiefs came in for review 
n the time of Clerk. The Governors General used to show all 
outward marks of respect to the Moghal ruler at Delhi.® He was 

also in receipt of an allowance since the days of Clive. In course 
of time, there had ^been a steady diminution of that royal power 




continued from page 19 

in many instances reduced by the minute sub-division of their prop^ty to a 
pittance...! think...that of looking to them for a system of laws..li8 hopeless. 
The only proper alternative se^ms to be to extend over these subordinate 

Puttees the criminal laws now in force in the Government lands, leaving the 
. ' ■* 

management of the revenues of tlie lan'ls of the Puttees as hitherto in tha 
hands of tlie Putteedars.” B. N. 80, L. N. 229. In January 1835, Government 
did what Clerk had suggested ; the. criminal lews, enforced by Qovemraen'i 
were'extended over the Pattis and the management of tho rovenues was left to 
the Pattidars. Fraser to Clerk, January 1835| B. N. 35, L. N. 7, and Maesween 
^ to Frasor. January 3. 1835. B. N. 35, p. 27, See also Calcutta Koview, 
i A^olurae II, October-December, 1844, p 192, 

1. Clark to Fraser, October 27, 1834. B. N. 80. L. N. 187. 

Clerk had a very i oor opinion ai tliese Pattidara-See B, N. 82, L. N, 36. 

2. B, N. 80, L. 187, 

3. There are two letters addressed by Lord Auckland in which tho Moghal 
ruler is addressed ns His Majesty-B, N, 37, p; 804i- July 81, 1887; 

B. N, 37, p. 361,* October 11, 1837. '' ^ - r . 

4. Qlerk to Fraser, June 7, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 20. 




la 1813 the 'offering of certain ceremonial presenta by the higher 
rBritiah officials had been stopped. In spite of bis shadowy authority, 
the Moghal ruler was treated with grert respect by the rulers of 
Indian Statea. The Sikh Stales of Sirhind were no exception to 
this rule. It appears than Clerk did dot approve of “ the marks 
of allegiance to the pageant throne of Delhi, that still continue 

to be habitually tendered by our protected Sikh Allies.^'* In support 

of hie view he addressed a lengthy despatch to Government saying 
that the subject was deserving of some importance. He could very 
well understand the Hindu States of Rajputana showing marks of 
respect on account of their recollection of tlie fame, the^- acquired 
for fidelity, high courage and other noble qualities while they owed 
fealty to the emperor. But the Sikh Chiefs, who had risen to 

power upon the decline of the Moghals, could not be influenced 

by such noble sentiments. Moreover, as Clerk so aptly pnt it;— 
•‘They owe 'entirely to the protection of the British Government 
that permanency and security of their conquebt that they now 
enjoy. It seems, therefore, still more preposterous that these allies 
of the Supreme Government should in the present day be squander¬ 
ing their resources in cultivating the goodwill of the Ministers and 
purchasing the favours that countinue to be diaponsed from the 
debris of the Mussalman Takht.^’i Thd ruler too no longer felt 
at ease about such missions. They themselves thought such relations 

with the Delhi ruler incompiatible with their obligations to the 
British Grovornment as was apparent from the secrecy observed in 
regard to each mission and their disclaiming their agents or Vakil 
whenever questioned as to the nature of their employment at Delhi. 
Clerk did not suspect any sinister motive in the missions of the 
agents which was due to a mis-conceived idea, engineered by the 
agents themselves, that it added dignity to the rulers. In this 
connnection, he remarked “ The terms on which they have been 
admitted to British protection leave them ample means and ample 
leisure to listen to prosecute any safe measure which their less 
apathe^tio agents suggest as calculated to add dignity to their emp. 
loyers, while it proves a source of profit to themselves. As 
answering both these purposes their agents look in the first instance 


1. Clerk to Fraser, Juuc 7, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 2C. 


i to repie^senting thw masters'at the Residency, j ftnd in tkst ne^t 
\frhat they" stilf deem the more distinguished honour, of represcintidg 
them‘at the Court of the King." The Moghal ruler and' bis *: raid- 
isters encouraged the attendance of these meDj’ati their stay'* wAb 
a source of income to them.* The result was that _ every important 
Sikh Ch'ef was represented by an Agent at Delhi in the CoTurb'Jof 
the King.* Cleik called the conduct of Sikh chief as very unmean¬ 
ing an i inconsequent, and reiterated the view that acquiescence in such 
a system of double ties appeared incompatible “with our prsent 
position towards the native princes in Upper India.” Her. appealed 
to the, Supreme Government to assert that supremacy in the exercise 
of which it had so long supplanted the Moghals, as any hesitation 
or r luctance on the part of , the British Government might be 
misconstrued by the chiefs. ■ ■ it . 'i, .. t 


' • r. t 
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I'his important despatch was referred by the Governor- 
Generars Agent at Delhi to the Governor—General-j-in—Council, 
who, in t\irn, referred it to the Vice—President in Council who 

‘ * , L ' 

made the following observations.*: — 

4 


1. Cl€ik wrote : “. accordingly Raja Sahan Laira Is the office to which 

these agents address themselves in the full confidence of their negotio- 

.being readily entered upon without their being referred back in 

the first instance to the authority to whoso supremacy and proteotipn 
they may be said to be indebted for every thing they possess/' 

Clerk to Kraser* Juno 7, 1832, B. N, 78, L, N. 29. 

2. Clerk wrote : ••The frequent changes that have of late years token place 
in the exercise of the chief authority at Delhy have been favourable to 
the introduction of a system one of the results of which is to ' thrdw 
affairs of every substantive Chiefship in these protected states into the 
hands of Muasalman agents at Delhy. The latter having . gained,, this 
footing it accords not less with their loyalty than with their reputation 

and interests, to be considered as representative of their employer, if not 

in the presehoe of His Majesty, at least at the Court of his wlmSter.” 

Ibid ' ^ . d’ 

* r * 

3. Fraser to Clerk, August 27, 18:12;’ B. K. ’ 32, L? *Nr. 61' Chief 

Secretary to the Government, to Secretary to Governor-Geueral, July 
30, 1832, B. N. 82, p. 238.89, 




«•.the conrt of Hie Majesty should be confined to his 

own officers and dependents and that it would be very inexpedient 
to sanction the attempted innovation on the part of the King or 

his servants to receive the Vakeels of the Native Chiefs without 

reference to the Governor—General’a agent under whose cognizance 

and through whose medium all intercourse between the palace. 

and the representat ive of foreign powers to be conducted as formerly 
under the Resident, His Honour in Council* sees no objection to 
the introduction with discretion of the agent of any Vakeels to 
His Majesty who may apply to the agent to he presented by him 
to the King on suitable occasions of public ceremony. On such 
occasions the Vakeels of foreign states and dependent Chiefr, 

if disposed to attend, may with propriety, accompany the British 

representative in his Suite. Such was formerly the practice 
bnt an unrestricted intercourse with the palace used not to be 
permitted and although it may seen a matter of insignificance, 
the Vice_President in Council would not recommend its being san 

otioned.'" 


This despatch did not settle the matter as Clerk wished, 
because many Cis—Sutlej Chiefs continued their contact with tbe 


X. Fraser to Clerk, August 27, 18S2, 6 . N. 32, L. K. 68. 

In reality, how pitiable was the erndition of Moghal royal line wat 
iUxuirated by an incident. A Moghel prince Uirza JalebXJd.din, wandered 
from one Chief to another in the Sirhind, collecting fifty or hundred 
rupees from every Chief. He reported to Clerk an outrage conunitted 
upon him and his followers by a Sikh Chief, Sodhi Didar Singh 
at the village hlimova. On inquiry, Clerk found that there bad been 
a .quarrel between the ; Sbalizada’s .MubUzd sepoys and the Sikhs in 
the-service of the Spdhi. as the Sikh Quilladar had. refused to present 
any Kaszar to the Prince, who threatened to lodge a report against tbe 

<: c pa^gt 
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CHAPTER II. 


Laws of 
Sikbf. 


and Succession among ^he Cis Sutlej 


The Sikhs had no fixed or uniform laws of succession when 
they came in contact wiih the English. Each Sikh family followed 
largely or tried to follow certain ndea or methods ns suited its purpose 
Sometimes, it followed a pniticular rule which it ignored or rt' 
ted at another time, if ii went against its interests. Thus' Um 
English found among the Sikhs the txisunce of a very wide variety 
of rules and principles ot inheritance.' Being most of them origin- 
aily Hindus, the ultimate basis of ihair* private laws must have 
bfen the code of Manu and the principles enunciated by other 
Hindu law-givers.2 But tlcf-e had definitely been modified in 
varying degrees by local needs and circiiinstances and the fleviations had 
come in course of lime to be hardened into customs and usages. 


1. Alurray, x-bo preflecesgor of Clerk, made the folio.virvj iraportan'' observa, 

tioi.s:— ^ 

The lulfs of sucrcsbion to landed jjioperty are a’^hitrary and 
ombi: UOU8 nrd arc variously modified in acoordanoe to t*ie usages 
interests and prejudices of different families. Any attempt to 

innovate and extract a regular system of Jurisprudence from that which 
is itj-o'f onrrocJcus ord irreducible to fixed and established principles 
might justly be ccnf-iderccl an n.«smnption of authority and a violation 
-of prescriptive and acknowledged exercise of power. Prior to the era 
of our connection W’Di these states, there existed no rieht but the 
sword no usage tut the will of the strong.” ( B. K. 14, h. N. 

?17, January 10, 18.8). 

2, Many English officials like Metcalfe and Fraser were willing to be 

guided by tie H-ndu jaws of inheritance and suoctssioo. But Murray 

.and Clerk v^erc cp|.c6ed to this idea. 
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Traditionally, thf*re are two broad divisions of the Sikh 

community-The Manjha and Malwa Sikhs. The former are the 

descendants of those who had settled in the region to the north of the 
river Sutlej, in the neighbourhood of Lahore and Amritsar and the latter 
are those whose ancestors inhabited that part of the Indian plains which 
stretch from the Sutlej towards the east upto the river Jumna.^ The 
greatest head of the Manjha Sikhs tvas Maharaja Ranjit Singh, who in 
turn had risen at the cost of several Missaidars, whose principalities or 

estates had developed during the eighteenth century in the Trans-Sutlej 
regions but were absorbed by him in the beginnings of the next century 
into his Sikh Kingdom. The leaders of the Malwa Sikhs, on the other 
hand, were the more ancient, though much less powerful princely houses 
of Patiala, Nahha, Jind, Kaithal and others. The territories of Patiala 
were the largest among all the Malwa Chiefs. 

ISi^o regular or systematic laws of inheritance and succession could 

* 

grow among the Manjha Sikhs® who e earlier leaders, togcft ler with th ir 
principalities', known as the Missals, passed under the authority of Ranjit 
Singh after brief spells of Independent existence. The succession to these 
Chiefships, therefore, came to depend on the autocratic will or caprice o 





1. Murray pointed out the distinction thus I —* 

The former are so termed from the tract situated inier-Ravee- 
it-Seeae from which they originally oame and ©attended their conquests 
through the Punjab and into Chakla birhind, being of a Military and 
feudatory character.’* 

The Malwa Chieftains were Chiefs of Patiala, Jind, Kabha, Kaithal* 
(B. N. 74, L. N. 217, January 10. 1828). 

2. Steinbaoh points out the distinction between the Manjha and Malwa Sikhs 
in matters of succession (The Punjaub, p. 79.80). On the other hand, 
Lawrence was of the view that there was no real difference in oustcma 
like division of estates, succession of widows, right of adoption, etc. 
between the two. (B. N. SSA, p. 333—36). 



[ ^7 ] 


the Sikh monarch.* Often the inherit, nee cf a loree ostale . 
particular individual or Sardar not in pursuance of any regulated r" 
but because the Maharaja willed it so. Thus “ the laws of 

were pract.cally swept away before they bad time to crystallize into their 
natural form/* 


Wo have for such historical reasons to turn to the Malwa Sikhs 

for thp ..nderstanding of inheritance and succession practised among tUe 

R. C erk mentions at le.ast fiv» discernible stages in the growth of 
customary rules among the Malwa f.ikhs.3 First, as Jat immigrants 

wandering from the westwards and settling in the jungle near Bhatinda • 

secondly, when they had established themselves in a few villages and 



1 . 


2 . 


3. 


As the writer of the article,' • Recent History of the Punjab • 

Lawrence - observed •• Many of the Snnnnds. are worded as if 

perpetuity ; but tl,o words <• Nutt our Nust and •• Puthl ho Putlu " 
are translated instead of •• from generation to genoratioo ■' as meaning 
‘‘ at tlio monarch's pleasure during his life.” 

Cnicutte Review, Moy-Auguat, 1844, p. 471. 

EUewl.ero also, he pointed out the differonee in the attitude of 

Maharaja Banjit Smgh and th-t of the British aovernment in the matter 

of succession to the estates. 

Ibid. October-December. 1844 . p. 196 . 

t7hTV° "'“7/ "■« Sikhs was either 

all br’it The first meant an equal division among 

all britners w.th an extra share for the eldest as the ■■ Khorach Sordari ’ ■ 

but the second meant an equal division among mothers, irrespective oi 

their sons. When a Majha Sikh died without a male issue, his brother. 

or nephews assumed the right of snoeess.oo while the widows ! e 

equally competent to inherit. On failure of brothers and 

widowr"""’ 

(B. N. 74, L. N. 217). 

Stembach reproduces the canons enunciated by Murray .. in fact ho 

seerns to have plagiarised even Murray’s language. See “ The " Pnnjau’b’’ 
p. 79-80. * 

Clerk to Metcalfe, November 30, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 180. 






c nf the Itupsrial Treasury \ 

become the Malg.izars (payer, of > J 

thirdly. Alter they had become the follotrer S . 

decline of the Moghal Empire, thrown off their a „ 

fourthly, when they avaihd themselvea of the protection of the Br. is 
Government in rt.er to eave themselvee from the clutches of the greatest 
oftheManjl.a rulers; and lastly, during their feudatory re a ions i^p 

with the English Government from 1809 onwards. It was uring e 
fifth stage only that they had the condition of the greatest egree o pe 

prevailing among them. It was, therefore, during this period ^that the 

rules of succession became to a certain degree uniform and fixed.' 


1 . 


Clerk's Buccessor, Richmond, pointed out ho«r indefinite the laws of 
Bucccssion bad been and desired Government te frame certain rules: so 
he wrote " It would be impossible to frame any one simple rn o 

from precedents, for thc.e show a diP'orence a-iong families oml oho 
a differerce at xarioiia periods in the same family. The descent to 
collateral heirs is int^olved in equal doubt ; the rights cf a nephew or 

of a cousin.Imve some times been admitted without reference to the 

State of affairs in 180S when these principalities were received under our 

protection.In pra*ice the strongest and ablest member of any famdy- 

mother or widow - son or brother (elder cr younger) nephew or cousins - 
lesitimoto or illegitimate, took in former times all or as much as each might be 
able to take—while the weaker were reduced to penury or to a mere main¬ 
tenance or went elsewhere to seek their fortune 


Such are the only family rules the chiefs can refer ty and quote as 
precedents and such must evea be the rules in times of revolution and prolonged 
commotion. As a chief becomes powerful he reduces the others to insignificance 
and establishes as Law his will guided by his interest. Ranjeet Singh did this 
and conferred and confiscated as he pleased, but if a civilised power becomes 
paramount and establishes a dominion that will endure, it seems necessary for 
the sake of order and go'd government that some fair and intelligible rules of 

succession to estates shonld be devised.some rules of succession might be 

formed which would satisfy the chiefs of these states.we have given them a 

place and a name as Princes in a great empire, and it would seem that we should 
be able to interfere in settling the succession to what we have been the means of 
oonferring.” B* N. 88A, L.N. 94, February 16, 1844. 

Clerk bad himself referred to this confusion about the succession in a 
letter dated September 3» 183U thus 

** In seme of these Surdarees, when certain rules of succession have 
prevailed uninterruptedly for a long period, the mediation of their differences 
are of course te be readily determined according to their own preaoriptive rights, 

{Coinlinued on next p^e) 
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li vas the duty of English agents in charge of the Cis Sutlej 
affairs, to enunciate and interpret those rules wuioh, it must be slid, tliey 
did, on the while, in a fair and fearless manner. In the Malwa lan-ls 
Clerk adminst**red such rules for full eleven years on behalf of the Supreme 
Government,' mid except in a few cases, his advice was always a cepted, 


which iridisputably shows his intimate and sound grasp of them. In fact, 
one is struck by his uncanny intelligence, and unerring judgment in 
CO mtless cases of dispute 1 succession. A few oases illustrative of diilcront 
aspects of the subject of sucerssion, will be treated in tlie following 
pages. 


was 


Hie cust niaiy prac’ice of succession, among 
equal division of jrop.rty among tin* sons.** 


ilie Malwa Chicfsiiii>s 
This was surely a 


{Continued from page 2^1 

Bat tho iuHiancos of any suoli tiavini; obtauie*! afe confined to very fow 
famlies. In othei^ wtjcre soin thing like a fixed rule of siircG^sicn lad 
onpo heen "enjoved, prx'sent inhiritore are a*jl>.vfn >d to ro{)rc.’*:< tha* it 
descended cn them ihr..ugh the destruction of acknowlodged rightn in 
tiroes of anarchy, violence anl outrago. Bit the greater part have no 
guide whatever for the settlement of those differences beyond the expect¬ 
ation which each has of being enabled to adduce a former <loc;3ion of 
the British Governmant favourable to his v.ow.” B. 77, L. N". .‘U, 

1. T-awreace in his Report on Kaithil piy^ a tribute to Ch?rk and Murray 
thus; ”.Mr. Clerk too was not .ooly well acquainted with the S'.kh rule 

and practice but had Ijrge oxporier»ce at the fountain head of their law... 

» 

in Jeypore and other old Hindoo states. Both these gontlemen wero 
naturally disposed to take part with the weaker side and to put a liberal 
construction on doubtful questions." (B. N. 88A, p 3IIS). 

2* Murray had observed: “Of these of Malwa, I have only to observe that 
the right of primo'gentture in the males is respected and jageers or grants 
of land assigned for the support of younger sons, by which the many 
inconveniences attending the division and sub-divisim of land ad indnitum 
ra obviated.” (B. N. 74> L. N. 217). 


Continued on next page 



reproduction of the Hindu Law of sHceession to private property to which 
all sons have an equal clahn-. It should here be noted that pritno- 
peniture-i. e. the rule by which the entire real estate of the intestate 
passes to the eldest son to the exclusion of the younger brothers—which 
prevailed au^T'g the Medieval Aristocracy of several European countrie.% 
was practically unknown among the Sikhs, except in the ease of succession 

to the rulershrps of Patiala, Nabha and Jind. Even in these sates its 
applicat'on created doubts which were due to the fact that the rulers of 
these Houses themselves had created much confusion, sometimes By 
declaring in favour of equal division and at other times in favout of 

primo-geniture. 

Clerk even in his time felt the necessity of inviting the 
opinion of the rulers of Patiala, Kaithal, Nabha ana Bazidpur concern¬ 
ing the dispute about the Jind succession,^ so complicated indeed 


Continued fro ni ^9 

Flit this was rather a sweeping generalisation. Steinbaeh too wrongly 
says that “amongst the Malwa Singhs priznc-geniture in the males are respected 
and Jaffeers...are assigned for the maintenance of'he younger sons...**(p. 81)* 
In reality the rule of primo-geniture was prevalert among the three 
PI ultiaaChiefshipr fnjy. He however, rightly points our the evils of sub¬ 
division thus t—' 

“The inconvenience and e\dl, ..of succession and minute sub-division 
of landed property, aggravated by the system of co-possession, are seen 
felt- and acknowledged and the mischief of tuch a system cannot be too 
soon remedied.” (p. 80). 

Clerk himself was alive to these evils, as is clear by the following 
remarks:— 

“A superior degree of facility and efficiency in the superintendence and 
cor trol of these states would no doubt result from pursuing a system 
opposed to the division and sub-division the estates.This might be 

gradually effected by deciding all patrimonial contests with some regard 
to the rights of primo-geniture.” B. N. 77, L, N* 61. 

1 rJerk to Metcalfe, November 30. 1836, B. N, 82, L. N, 180. 
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-did lie find it. They nneqnivoclly .Ifclared (hat both in the Ph,.lL' 

.nd the Bhaikinn Hot,sea, the ttnifcn. jraetiee waa ti.at the etd^t 
son always st«:ceeded to tho whole estate. w.th the excopt.o.H c t 
small portions set apart for the maintenance of the younger chddr 
But, as Cl.rk points out. the very same Chiefs, i,, a dispute betwl'.’ 
Badrukan . and Ba^idpur in 1816, had declared to Ochterlonev ,t 
the custom ol the two houses and generally of the lesser Phulkian fa’inar' 
prescribed an equal i>aitition ol inheritance between brothers a'" 
other case, eiied by Clerk, was that of Kimwar Ajit Simdi ' ' 

son of Raja Sahib Singh of Patiala. On a referenee this°cLs^Taa 
judged by tl.e Phulkian Chiefs in favour of tl,e Ktiuwar who 7, 
th.ir opinion was unquestionably entitled to partition of nd’tb" 
ancestral stale of bis father aeecrding to the custom of the protected 
Sikh states in general and that of Phulkian houses in parti,.ul,.rOl 



I. Clerk toMetrealfe, November 30, IS36, B. N. 82, L. N. 180 

GriWin shows how tbs five sons of Gurbaksh Singh, the founder of 

the Kaithal house, divided their father’s estate equally. --The Laws ot 
Inheritance to Chief«hii>,’‘ (p. 15 ) 

According to Lawrence, the rule of pri.no-geniture was ioveuted by 

the rulers of Pati.la, Nabha, Jind and Kaithal svho also declared in favour 

of tho exclusion of widows and assigned the right of reversion to tl.e 

eldest collateral m order to save their estates from escheat. He put tho 
whole problem thus ’ — 


« ^very chief is inclined to pick out tliat portion of the Hindu 
law of inheritance that would suit his purpose...an impartial judgment 
therefore in their own cose can scarcely be now obtained from the purest 

and wisest Sikhs and confused as is the record of the past, it must h<i 
the foundatian our proceedings for the future, if we desire to framQ a 
Sikh (not a Hindu) law of idheritence, both for sovereignties and for private 
estates, all have originally been the first, some have split and sunk into 

the last. 

Much of the confusion that has arisen bat been caused by our 
having been unprepared to work.‘’ (B. N. 88A. p. 336 and 35). 

Contimud on the next page 
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course, the Patiala ruler did not accept the above opinion and after 
some time the aforesaid Chief j themselves chang d ih.*ir opinion 
Some addressed letters to the Resident (August 28, '82’^) that their 
former statement was based on the request of Kunwar Ajit Singh 
adding that their customs preserib d the devolution of 1'states on 

the elder son, with provision (Guzara) to the other sons at the pleasure 
of the heir. 

Jn reality, neither the Phulkiaii nor the Bhaikian fam ilies 
follow'ed any consistant policy.^ Only in the three princi[)aIP hultiiaii 
House, the inheritance was maintained as a whole, whiie in the 
lesser families, partition was the rule. Clerk rightly observes that 
their practice would le found to have conformed neither to the 
one nor the other of these doctrines in all cas s of disputed succes¬ 
sion in which, Nabhu or Patiala acted as arbitrator, the decisions appeared 
to have been guided by no fixed or rigid rules. Clt*ik quoted the 
following cases (a) On the death of Bir Singh of Badour. his possessions 
were given to his three sons in equal proportion, with the exception 
of a superior share awarded to the elder son. At the death of 
the elder eon, without any male heir the superior share Was awarded 
by the ruler ol Patiala to the elder son of the next brother ; 


C entinned from page 31 

A 

Bichmond, Clerk’s sueceseor, has the following observations to make : — 

A rule practkally... miiUnder?lood, was devised for the Chiefships of 
Faiiala, Nabhii, Kaithal. and Jind. This rule excludes females and devolves 
the j)owef entirely on one persiu. This principle is recognised by the Hindu 
Chiefs of Manni Majru, of Ramgnrh...nnd by the Sikh Chief of Ladwa.., 
It is fully recognised by the Mohammadan ruler of Bahawaljuir—it is 
partially recognised by the Mohammadan Chief of Kunjpura...and perhaps 
by one or two more. Hut nil other chiefs affect to consider .their posses* 

aion ns private property only..and divide (heir lands among their sons.’* 

(B. N. ' 8A, L. N. 14, February 16, I8t4>. (Rirhmond gave the example of 
tfinghpuria district comprising seven Chiefs in pl>ce of one, while Shohabad 
WB8 under three big and six small Chiefs). 

1. Lawrence remarked : *'.the fact being, that the Sikhs have neither rule 

t t I 

per custom- that can be referred to as the unchanged or undisputed 
guide of aijy'bunch of iliii commtnity.” (B. N. 88A, p. 330), 
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(W Moton Sl,gl, „r b.d .hr„ „ g,. ^ 

Ih, ..t.b. ,,,„ny. bu. tho 

..., s™.»d S,„„p „ 0„ ,.b, d..,h s, 

received one-third only. At first the n 

V rti, nist the parties dis-approved of it 

bu. I»..r on bulng ■ 

the proportion of partition.* ^ 


Murray, before Clerk, had declared in his report that the laws 
of inheritance among the Sikhs were externally arbitrary 

previous to their connection with the British* Thi 
V j , . * ""‘*8 correct, 

because sword alone at that time had deeided disputed successions Si 

that period, the protected States had to devise rules to meet cases a th " 

arose. Murray had pointed out that the Malwa or Phulkinn SiSi . 

ed. primo-genitiire. But this statement required slm? 

and as Clerk indicated that out of the nine families p , 

Nabha, Jind, Malod, Badour, Bir, Badrukian, Bazidpur and Davsin 

...-.onlr th. fi,.. u,,.. b.d .00.PUU1 .b, pHppip,. „p 7 “ 

and preserved themselves entire, while the remaining six had f , 

ed pristine law of equal partition among sons > Clerk ol ’d' 
"Ib. ouly „.bp,i„„. .„.„g .b. 

.u.bo„t,,. b.vlpg buuu „t.„.d „ „„pi„._ 

.rbiMnly . i.rgor .h.re l« . „cp„d 

.>■“ ” ou. of .b„. oco..i.„., 

b. .... . ., p. „b,,.. ‘ 

...n. opi, p„v.d .b.. ,h. „ „„ P 



2 . 

3. 


Oriffin points out that «5mtT»i !.« i • i 

th« " mhenteH his father's estate in 

the same propoPt.on. (The Lew of Inheritance to Chiefship.-p. I3), 

Murray waa discussing the qnestion of succession of Prom Kaur to fl, 
Thauesar Estate.. His remarks have already been " 

Clerk to Metcalfe, November 30, U36, B. N. 82, L, N. 180. 
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eq^ual ^ partition and gave the example of Badour and Malod , under 
thia principle, the first had lieen divided into several Chiefships, 
the second into two. That was also true of the Bhaikian Chiefi-hip 
of Kaithal, which was a Malwa Chiefchip. 

i 

What was the attitude of th*i British Government in disputed 
cases of succession ? It wanted the English Agents to adhere to 
the established custom of each family, so as to avoid hardship and 
injustice to various claimants Martin sent the following extract:^ 
‘The Vice—Prej^ident in Council is unable to suggest any better 
general rule for the regulation of succession and inheritance than 

that of following the established custom of each family or where 
that is not clear of adopting such arrangement as may seen to be 

most equitable.In some families of the Sikh Chiefs custom pt6s 

cribes the succession of onfe as head of the family to the 
entire territory and principality with a mere provision for Junior 
members. In others, the territory or estate is divided into shares 
among the sons, with some superiority in favour of one as the Chief 
In either of these cases the Vice—President in Council is of c p nioii. 
that it would be injustice to alter the established custom by adopt- 
iuir one or the other as an universal rule.®*' 


. l. Martin to Clerk, January 4, 1832, B. N. 32. L. N. 3. 

Martin sent two letters : one addressed to Secretary Prinsep by Chief 

Secretary Swinton (p. 16*17, November 18, 1831), and the second to hie address 
by Prinsep (p 18*20, December 31, 1831). The ab^'ve extract is taken from 
the first letter. 

2. This was also the view of the Court of Directors. After remarking, that all 
questions relating to succession and inheritance appeared to be involved in 
great confusion it went on to say ; It is impossible to lay down any other 
principles than that of following as far as it can be ascertained the custom of 
each particular family on tribe or whenever this is uncertain adopting the rule 
which may appear to ourselves recommended by the strongest considerations of 
expediency N. 128, L. N. 76. extract from the Court of Direotorsi dated 

July 29, No. 27 of 1840. 

In view of the extreme complexity of the problem no other ooame wav 
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In the days of Clerk, the following were some of the estates 
partitioned among brothers :— 


1 . Estate of Leelokheri. Kalian Singh of Leeloklien dir.I 

eaving two sons. Mehtab Singh and Nirbhaya Singh. He loll a 

will in which he gave to the younger son a share double of 
the elder.* Clerk refused to accept the will, arguing that Rattun 
Singh had inherited his estate and not acquired it, and recouinu'nd- 
ed ecpial shares, for the brothers. Fraser, the Governor Oonerors 
Agent at Delhi, objected and suggested its division into two partg 

.Leelokheri and Beerthul the former was to l>e hold hy the 

elder brother and the latter by the younger. This was done to 
diminish chances of quarrel between the brothers.* Clerk objected 

to this mode of partition, emphasising the inequality of the two 
shares.® Nirbhai Singh 'iid not Hr,int to return Beerthul to his 

elder brother ns suggested by Clerk. At last Clerk asked one of 

the brothers to make two lots and allow the other brother to make 

his choice. Mehtab Singh wanted Nirbhai Singh to act in this 
manner, but Clerk required the elder brother to do so. On further 


1. Clerk to Fraser, April 10, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 17. 


The partition of Leelokheri had been fir.t arranged by the Chief of 
Ladwa. the feudal overlord, in equal proportion between the two brothers 
later on. the Ladwa Sirdar wanted to give a bigger share to the younger 
brother...a proposal to which Clerk did not agree...and quoted a will 
of their father. Clerk had his doubts of the will too 


Fraser thought that a large share could uot b. given to the 
elder son cut of such a small estate, and observed ; •• I adhere’ 
therefore, to the Hindoo Law of equal shares to brothers and you 
will of course asoertain the common annual receipts of the three villages 
in making 6nal arrangements." B. N, 32, L. N.34. 

2. Fraser to Clerk, August 10, 1832, B. N. 32, L. N. 64. 

3. Clerk to Froeer, August 24, 1832, B, N. 78, L. N. fiS. 




inquiry, Fraser found that the area of Beerthul was 12600 Bighas 
while that of Leelokberi was 7600. He directed Clerk to give 2600 

I 

Bigh'^vS out of the Beerthul leands to the elder brother so that both 
might have 10,000 Bighas each, or to divide the estate in a way 
as to equalise the income of the two brothers. He thus also-managed to 
keep the two parties resident in separate villages.^ ' 


The Estate of Ram Singh of Ludran- 


Ram Singh of 


Ludran died in 1830 leaving two sons ; Sahib Singh and Kiahan Singh 
by one wife and Biaban Singh from another (married to him by 
Ghaddar—dalna ’* rites).^ Bell, the immediate predecessor of Clerk 
had recommended that Bishan Singh should get half of his father's 
property. But the Nabha Baja, who was asked to make the division 


wanted to give something more in Sardari to the eldest, Sahib Singh. 
Clerk agreed to give Rs, 300 a year more to him but Nabha Raja 

gave him a village worth Rs. 500 a year. Frasser did not agree to ' 

I « 

this unequal division and directed Clerk to make equal division of 

half the estate between Sahib Singh and Kishan Singh and 

give the other half to Bishan Singh,^ thus confirming Bell'a 
propoiition. 


The ruler of Nabha renewed Sahib Singh's claim with an 
amendment, which Clerk also recommended as being mote equitable and 
likely to lead to better management of the estate.^ This brought 
a spirited reply from Prsser who questionea the right of the Nabha 


1 V* 

1. Fraser to Clerk, September 22, 1831, B. N. 32, L- N. 76. 

2. Clerk to Fraaer, August 6, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 66. 

3. Fraaer to Clerk, March 20, I 834 , B. N. 34, L. N. 24 
.4 Clerk to Fraaer. June 14. 18^4, B. N. 80, L. N. 78. 

<^1 r.i : 4 i -. ' 
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ruler to interfere in the affairs of the Ludran estate and refused 
to refer the question to Government.^ 


3. The estate of Badrukian. After the death of Bassawn 

Singh his two sons.Snkhn Singh and Bhagwan Singh.divided 

the -estate equally between themselves. In 18ir,, a similar disjmte 
had occurred between Bassawa Singh and his brother Karam Singh 

and on reference, the Chiefs of Patiala, Xabha and Kittbal had 
declared for an e<,ual division among the brothers. Ocliterloncy bad 
passed an order confirminp that decision.^ 


Tlie Raja of Jind had promised to settle the dispute in 

question amicably but he gave no attent.on to the clain.s of Bi.auwan 

Singh t e younger brother. Rather, he wanted to secure a SaHar. 
for Sukha Stngh. Bhagwan yingh pet,tinned Government, praying 

that -there no probability of his recovering his rights hon. .'kba 

Singh through the means of Kaja of Jind.”® 


In 1837 SukbH Singh eon,plained of the interfeienee of Rata 
Sarup S.ngh of J,„d in a drsputo between h,m and l„s , 

brother. As Sarup S.ngh and Sukha Singh had been claimant, to 

the Jtnd rulership, the latter accused the former of being hostile 


I. 


brtwor to dork Oclobor y, 1 ^ 34 , 13 . 1 ,^ ^ 

.. 1... .0 5 

2 . Clerk to Fraser. Oetober 23. 1134 , B. N. 80. ].. N. 184. 

3* oI’ Jind wua i 

S ^ bmgh, but he died in November 1834, 
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him. Clerk admitted the bias of Sarup Singh for Bhagwan 
Singh but thought there was little scope for exercising it. That was 
why he had asked Sarup Singh to arrange an amicable settlement. 
Finally the two brothers were awarded equal shares.^ 


4. The estate of Vazir Singh Sham Singhia. Vazir Singh 

died in 1839 leaving three sons.Kaushal Singh from one wife 

and Sooba Singh and Jeevan Singh from an other. In I833j Clerk 
had made an equal partition between Vazir Singh and his three 
eons, reserving a Sardari for Vazir Singh. There were now two claim 

-ants to the Sajdari.the eldest Sooba Singh and Khushal Singh. 

The latter also produced an alleged deed of gift from his father. 
Clerk settled that the whole estate, including the lapsed Sardari 
should be divided equally among the three brothers.* 


5. The Estate of Nand Singh of Kamanu MisaL Nand Singh 
of Kamann Misal died in 1828. His widow Man Kunwar first made a 
oomplaini to the Chief of Patiala, claiming that she should be allowed 
to succeed to the estate instead of Natba Singh' and Bfaup Singh-the 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, August 4, 1837, B. N: 83. L. N. 36. 

Metcrtlfc asked Clerk in his despatch of August 10. 1837, that he 
should satisfy iiimself of a strict adherence on the psirt of the Baja to 
his strict instructions and added tliat Sukha Singh expressed any dis¬ 
satisfaction with Clerk's decision. He would call for the file of the 
case. (B. N. 37, p. 237.) Metcafe did call for the file, as on Novemehr 
20, 1838, he informed Clerk that the appeal of Sukha Singh against 
his decision had been dismissed B. N. 38, p. 367. 

2 Clerk to Metcalfe, January 22, 1841, B. N. 83, L. K. 169. 




{ 39] 


two brothers of the deceased Chief.* The brothers contended that the 
widow could only succeed if she remarried into her hushands’ family 
Clerk observed that this was only an expedient for the anialuamation 
of rival pretensions and it may bo argued that, generally speaking, the 
widow has little reliance on the validity of hers or she would not bo 

overcome the repugnance which on many acc )unt8-she feeiR at bucIi 

a connection in order to obtain food and clothing.” 



It se»med that Metcalfe and Clerk had not nereed about the dceieion of the 
as the former referred it to the Supreme Government. He also discussed 
it throughly. Karam Sin^ih hutl divided Ids 10 Horse sharo thus • 4 to 
Notha Singh. 3 te Khushel Singh and 3 to Nand Singh. On the death of 
the loat. his widow succeeded conjointly with her mother-in-law and remain- 

ed in possession for ten years when she was dispossessed by Nathn Singh 
and Khushal Singh. The case was referred by Clerk to Patiala with the 
consent of the brothers but against the wishes of Ihe widow. The rulti of 

Patiala divided the property in three equal parts, first to H.e widow, second 


to her mother-in-law and thir.I to the hrotbeTs. The reasons put forword 
by Metcalfe for not agree'ng to the decision were *_ 


(1) The widow protested against Patiala’s acting ns umpire. 

(2) The Raja of Patiala did not possess any riglit of suproniH. y 
“either by inheritance or prescription ” over the Kamanu Sikhs bm had 

begun to be consulted. 


(3) Because the Raja had not adduced any satisfactory proof m 
support of his assertion that by the usages of the family the widow of 
Nand Singh was only entitled to maintenance. 


14) Because the Raja assigned only one Horsa share and his decision 
-wae not baaed upon established law or precedents. 

(6) Clerk’.s view was not borne out by facta. 

(6) Clerk*s view that no special usages exist in the Kamanu 

Mlsal was wrong. 

(7) Beeauee it was unjust to deprive the widow of her right. 


(8) Because the widow wae permitted subsequent to the award 
of Patiala Chief, to substantiate her right by evidence. (B. N. 38, 
U N. 92 and B. N. 38. p. 422-24). 


Continued on next pa^e 
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Metcalfe had desired that the case should be decided according to 
the Hindu LawJ To this Clerk was opposed a* it would prove embarasi" 
ing Were the Supreme Government to resolve Sikh Cases of Inheritance 
according to the Hindu Shastra. He further observed : “ Its admission 

by the authority of the Supreme Government would case many to insist 
on it when it suited their interest wliile others again could never be 
induced to abide by it. Thus we should have made no progress towards 

a uniformity of judgment. On the contrary, greater confusion might 
result from the vain hopes thus excited.** Clerk quoted many instances 

n which parties of rank and influence had proto-iced again tt the appli. 


Continued from j)age 30. 


In reply. Clerk added that Metcalfe had been led to a misapprehenaion 
of the connection between Patiala and Kemanu Sikhs. Patiala’s Supremacy 

bad been established and wM of some standing. They had been first subjected 

to Patiala by Ochterlony in 1815 on account of their divisions. Thus the 
^jeotions 1 and 2 raised by Metcalfe were not proper. As regards objection. 
No. 3 to 6 of Metcalfe, Clerk added thtt succession vas regulated by no fixed 
rule ; about objections 7, 8 and 9. Clerk wrote that the widow. Man Kunwar 
had appealed to Patiala in 1832 or 1833 four years after her husband’s death : 
the delay was c.u.sed by the fact that a year or two might be supposed to 
elapse during which the widow abstained from the disoussion of worldly affairs 
and that some time might have been taken in the attempt, to persuade her to 
^••united to'her broiher-in-Iaw (BN. 83, L. N. 110). 


L 


Metoalfe had observed. « I am well aware that th ft Shastar i. „ot 
.^knowledged m the Sikh, as authority for their guidance yet in 
the absence of any well-aatablUhed custom, we cannot. I presume be far 

wrong in following the tenets of a religion most asaimilating their own 
and to which I have .known the Sikha thamselvas refer when favour- 

able to their intereiti.*’ (B. N. 31 , I4. N. 92,). 

^ * t r * * 
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eation of Hindu Law i Finally, he expressed the view that the widows 

should be granted an adequate uiaintenance while the two brothe.s 

should be allowed to succeed eqally to the inheritance of Nand 
Siugh.* 


0. The Estate of Gajja Singh of Kamanu Misal. Gajja Singh 
left two sons-Chet Singh and Fateh Singh-by one wife and five 

sons and a daughter by another. The former two claimed to inherit by 

■< Chunda Bund "-by which equal portion devolved to the family of 

each widow without reference to the number of their ofl-spring. The 

latter five claimed to inherit according to ‘ Bhai bund ’ or equaTshares 
to all sons without reference to mothers.* 


Their over-lord, the Patiala ruler, referred the case to the arbitration 
of two of their relations, namely Dya Kunwar, their aunt and Kushal 
Singh of the same Missal. The arbitrators partitioned the estate into 
eight equal parts, a half-share and a well of land. Qurmukh Singh 
being the eldest, was given an additional share ; half share was given 
to his step-mother (mother of Chet Singh and Fateh Singh) and the 
well of land to the sister. On the ruler consulting Clerk as to the 
merits of the case, the latter .leclared that the decision was just if 
the custom of the family to the inheritance was “B hai-bund”, he 

also enquired of Qurmukh Singh, to whom the superior sha re as ‘ Sardari’ 
had been assigned, was the eldest. The Raja replie d that there was 
no fixed law of inheritance among (he Kamanu Sikhs and that Gurmukh 




Clerk had already expressed bis opinion 
where he had remarked that it would be 
Hindu Law in the matter of succession. 


m the case of Sarup Singh of Jind 
a mistake to adopt the principles of 
(B. N. 82, L. N. 44, March 23, 1836). 


Clerk quoted cases in which formal protests had been lodged by important 
people. There were ; Nand Kunwar versus Gulab Singh ; Amar Singh versus 
brothers; Bhim Singh versus Dliarmu. and Prem Kunwar versus Jamiyat Singh. 

Clerk to Maddock, March 16, 1839, B. N. 83, L. N. IIU, 


That was perhaps the final decision of the case, as there is no further 
mention of it. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, November 24, 1840, B. N. 83, L. N. 167. 


* 

Singh Was the eldest; moreover, a« he declared, the arbitration,hftd 
been accepted by all and it was ao use disturbing the arrangement. 
Later on however, the estate was almost equally divided.^ 


I now turn to the problem of succession on failure of male 
heirs. Ordinarily and according to the Sikh law, the estate should 
have gone to the widow or widows of the deceased Chief. Butin 
actual practice it was not always so. Government was not in favour 
of female succession, as it led to various other comp lications,* The 
Resident drew Clerk's attention to the following observations of the 
Vice-President in Council* — 


some families widows succeed in preference to collateral 
male heirs—in others it has not been customary to allow the succession 
of widows. Of all the customs which exist among the Sikhs on this 
point, the succession of widows is the one which is most desirable 
to abolish. But even this, where it is clearly established, it would, 
the Vice-President in Council conceives, be unjust to set aside ; although 
in any doubtful case it would be expedient to do so Notwithstanding 
this, however, no rigid rules wera laid down. For example, when Sardar 
Budh Singh, Chief of Bullae and Ahmedpur, died his two widows 

) i 


1. Clerk fo Melr nlfe. November 24, 1840, B. N. 83, L. N. 167. 

Thcpislor died and the Patiala ruler divided the estate- into eight equal 
parts : seM*i» were given to the veven brothers, while the eighth was divided 
between GiiDoukh Singh and his step-mother ; the Baja was of the view that an 
entire sbaro wjis too mnolt to bo assigned in * Sardari * out of so small an 
estate. So llu' oatnto wus almost equally divided except for a slightly bigger 
share to (lurinnkli Sinuli. 

• 4 . 

2. Clerk Iiin.Boin.ml spoken of the evil results of such female ^accession in his 
letter of Sepiombor ,i, hsai, when discussing the claim to the inberitano^ of the 
estate of Kburak Singli of Sbahabad fB. N. 77,1.. N. 61). 

3. Martin to Clerk, January 4, 1832, L. N. 3 - o i., 

Swinton to Priusep, November 1831, B. N. 32kp, 17.- r - • > ■ 
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were allowed to hold his estate until the whole would devolve on 
the survivor ^ They were given two alternatives hv the Resident 
either they could hold it jointly, the survivor succeeding to the 
whole estate or tlie estate be equally divided between tiiem but tl,e 
survivor could not succeed to the other portion at the death of the holder.* 
They chose the former alternative and were placed in joint possesaion of 
the estate by Clerk,* at the orders of Ooverninent, the Governor-General 

declaring that he had no desire to disturb or intsrfsre with this law of 
succeiaion^ 

The estate of Thanesar exhibits two cases contradictorj in 
nature. After the death of Punjab Singh in 1823, bis nephew Jamiyat 
Singh succeeded in preference to the claim of the wid. w Prem Kaur 
When Jamiyat Singh died in 1831. without children, even then she put 
forward her claim, but it was rejected.* The senior widow of Jamiyat 

Singh was pregnant; she was delivered of a still-born child Clerk reoom 
mended the escheat of the state, with provision for Jamiyat Sidgh'i 


1 , Clerk to Martin, September 18, 1831. H N. 77 . L. N. 67- 
Clerk to Martin, January 26, 1832, B N. 78, JL. N. 6 . 

The question was oomplic.«,„d as the Chiefehip was subordinate to that 

of Thanesar and Jamiyat Sing), elai.ned the estate as an escheat. Prinsep wrote 
to Man.n, after referring to the orders passed in 1816 by Government, that the 
Govemor-Ge era! concurred with his views that the two villages of Ahmedpur 
and Ballae had been separated from Thanesar as <■ an indepsndent and hsre- 
ditary possession for Sardar Booflli Sin-h” (B. N. 32, p. 12-13). 

2. Martin to Clerk, Januiry - 1 , 1832. B. N. 3Z, L. N. 2. 

3. Clerk to Martin, January 26, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 8 . 

4. ^ Martin to Clerk, January A, 1832, B. N. 32, L. N. 2. 

Prinsep to Martin. December 31. 1831, B. N, 32, p, 12-13. 

Prinsep quoted the CHS© of Bui ia in which the widows had been allowed te 
succeed. 

0- Clfrk VoM^tin, January 8 , 1832 , B. N. 78. B- N, 3. 

^• f • V. ^ 
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widows and those of his predeoessors who were still alive.^ But in ths higger 
estate of Thantsar, the estate of Bhanga Singh, a widow was allowed to 
succeed. She was none other than Mai Jian, the ividow of Bhanga Singh. 
Bhanga Singh had left a son Fateh Singh who died in 1819 leaving two 
widows Chand Kunwar and Koop Kunwar.* Mai Jian was put in charge 
of the estate on account of the youth of her daughters-in-law. Later on, 

with the sanction of Government, Chand Kunwar was placed in the 
management by her mother-in-law who died in 1836. After her death 
Chand Kunwar and Roop Kunwar, were allowed to manage the estate 
jointly.* 

Another case of a widow succeeding to the estate is illustrated by 
the estate of Gudouli, Aftet the death of Ram Singh the estate passed 
in^ the bands of his widow Sant Kunwar. Later on she was ejected on 
account of her bad character and her estate lapsed to the British 
Government.* 


1. Clerk to Fraser, May U. 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 23. 

2. Clerk to Martin, December 1, 1831. B. N. 77, L. N. 1U. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 18,1836. B, N. 82. L. N. 106. 

4. Clerk to Thomason, January 27, 1841, B. N. 83, p. 280. 

A well-known case was of the widows of Bhagwan Singh of Buria. His 
estate was divided on his death in 1813 between his two widows, Dya Kunwar 

and Rani Sukhan. Dya Kunwar died in 1828 and her share lapsed to Oovsrn- 
ment. 

Birch to Oohterlony, B. N. 65, L. N. 80, and 
Ochterlony to Birch, B. N, 21, LL. N. 57, and 69. 

Another case of widow succession was also to be found in the Buria 

estate. Sardar Jaimal Singh, owner of three-fifths of the estate, died in lin. 
Itwasatfirstgiventohisbrother.Gulah Singh, but later on his widow, Nand 

Kunwar, appealing against the decision, got the estate <B. N. 19, L. N 18 and 
B. N. 76, L. N. 96). ' * 

- s -4 

C^inued onlmad' fa^ 
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- In order to minimise the erils of female succession, the Sikhs 

a wi^nw married a brother of the 


Conthuied from page 44 

4 

Similarly tl.e estate of Rai Singh u( Shahahad was divided hetween h.s 

two widows-Solakhan and Gaur.n, All these rases ocourred before Clerk . 

tim*. 


Clerk to Fraser. October 20. 1833, B. Ne 7U. L. N. 120. 

Murray had cited the following cases in which the widows hud 

to Chiofebipa on failure of male issue and of brothers and nephews of their 
husbands:— 


1. Ambala. 

2. Bilaapur. 

3. Lasbkar Khan. 


Sordarni Dya Kaur succeeded to her husband Gurbaksh 
Sinph in the Chiefehip. 

Dya Kaur succeeded her husband Sher Singh in the Phiefship. 

Sardarnifl Warai, Bhagan and Raisa succeeded Mohar Singh 

Niehanwala* 


4e Tira. 
f>. Palcbaffar. 
6. Chilloundi 

7 Mustafabad. 

8. Tbaneaar. 

9. Radaur. 

10. Buria and 
Jagadhari. 

11. Buria. 

12. Dbanaura. 


Sardami Dharmu succeeded to her husband Sangat Singh. 

Pardarni Jausa succeeded her husband Bhag Singh. 

Sardamis Raj Kaur and Rem Kaur succeeded their hiu-hand 
Bhapel Singh. 

Gauron succeeded to her husband Mehtab Singh. 

Mai Jian succeeded her son Fateh Singh. 

Ind Kunwar succeeded her husband DuJeha Singh, as he 
left only an illegitimate nephew. 

Dy_a Kaur and Sukhan succeeded Sardar Rhagwan Singh, 
their husband (cited by Clerk alao). 

Nand Kaur, widow of Jaimal Singh succeeded to her 

husband’a estate in preference to Gulab Singh, half brother 
of Jaimal Singb. (cited by Clerk also). 

Raj Kaur, Hukam Kaur and Sukka succeeded their 
husband Sudda Singb who divided it among them during 
his life-time. The first died in 1824 and was succeeded 
by Sahib Singb, the nephew of Sudda Singh. 


Murray to Colebrooke, January 10; 1128, B. ^ 
L. N. 217. 


GorUinued an the next page 
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deceased husband. Thus that brother could auceeed to the estate. The 

♦ 

brother generally selected was the one younger to the deceased husband. 

This custom wos known as the ‘ Karewa ' or * Chaddar-Dalna . This 
type of inarriago was recegnisca as lawful among the Jat Sikhs and the 

off-spring of such union waa considered competent to inherit his father s 
property 




1 . 


Continued from page. 45 

There is one case in which a woman is appointed as the Regent 
for a minor. Kahan Singh of Shahabad died leaving a minor son, Bve years’ 
old. Clerk appointed Mai Rup Kunwar, the mother of Kahan Singh and 
g rand-motlier of the minor as regent. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, August 19. 1836. B. N. 82, L, N. 138. 
Metcalfe to Clerk, September 26, B. N. 36, L, N. 84. 
Clerk to Metcalfe. November 19, 1836, B. N. 82. L. N. 170. 

Murray states : “ Two forms of Hymenal connection obtain among the Jat 

families-the Beeah or Shadi contracted in juvenile years and the * Kureiwa ’ 

or ‘Chuddar Dalna’ at an advanced period of life, generally with the widow of a 

deceased brother ; the first is considered more honourable but the Kureiwa by 

no means precludes the succession of the issue to lande<l and personal property.” 
(B. N. 76, L. N. 226). 

Even, as regards this form of marriage, the usage among the Sikhs was 
not very clear—for example, the Court of Directors in a despatch dated July 
18, D38. observed : ” The aoswers to the various Sikh Chiefs to the queries 
circulated among tliem on the subject of Kureiwa morriage are conclusive as to 
the validity of that ceremony when performed with a woman, standing in 
certain degrees of relationship by tho Chief and in many of the Sikh families 
even with a woman entirely unconnected wit^ the family, but on tho last point 
the answers are not so uniform as on the first and the usage of different 
families would appear'to differ.” The Court further desired that more infor- 
mation should be required from tho Chiefs (B. N. 39, L. N. 4). 
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Seroral instances rove this fact. The case of Bishan Sin^h of 
Ladr»n is quite typical. iiis father had i.iarne.l Ins ,„„ther by 
• Ch.ddar-Dalna rites ai.d had two other sons fiom another wife 
Bishan Singh was iven half of his father’s property, i,, spii^ 

eflForts of Raja of Nahhs, who wanted to give him less. I'hc R.^^ident 
declared that the ' CliM.hl.Lr-Dalna ’ was a fundamental law of the Sikh.s 
tha* could not be ignorf*^.’ 


The ‘ Karewa ' marriage w.is !ioi 


who were origioally Brahmius or Kusii; 


•n vogue among tijo Sikhs 


fitnVMS 2 No body can denv 



Continue from pogi fd 


('lerk pomted oul itireutially to tho Chiefs tlio dofoc-t; ■ .1 il.eir nn.^rc-rs 
“whore they seemed not sufficiently explicit” l.ut- tho tendeii.-y of replies 

in coiivorsfttion...has been to exhibit their inabilty to bo more explicit ui tbejr 

explaiiatrona of a law of inlieritnneo.” B. N. ft3. b N. 110 


So the Governor GeneiHl wrote to tbo Court of Directore thai il had been 

found impracticable to obtain inoio oxVlic*. intormution lespocting tho usages of 
the Sikhs with reference to tins form of maraago. The Court atlmit tcd that 
this question which like almoat nil questions connected witii tbo iiiiiei itarice 
among the Sikhs appoar to bo mvoWd in great uoiifuBion by varying usage..." 

Thomason to Clerk B. N. 128, L. N. 76. and an extract of a letter 
No. 27 (para 31) dated July 29, 1840, from tho Court of Directors. 

1. Clerk to Fraser, August 5, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. CO. 


Fraser to Gierk, March 20 1834. B. N. 34, L. N. 24. 


Frasor to Clerk, October 9, 1834, B. N. 34, L N. 63 

2. Among the caste Hindus, we do not hear of such marriages. As Clerk days 

this practice was held in contempt by all but a few of the impure 
castes of Hindus” B. N.78 L. N. 61. 


Continued on next page. 
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cortain advantages of the ‘Karewa’. In a period of turmoil and 
duorder, the alliance between a brother-in-law and a eister-in-law 


Continued Jfom 47 gage. 

Murray stated that Karewa was prevalent among all the state* 
except Kaithil where widows were set aside in favour of the brothers 
of the deceased Chief, if he died without male issue. He thas explained 

the utility of this form of mrrriage 

This practice assimilates both with the Hindoo and Livitical laws 
and serves as a counter-active to the many evils attendant upon female 
rule ; it further obviates the dishonour entailed upon Chieftaiiif by the irregu¬ 
larities of young widows in possession of power, wealth and authority. 

.if the free will of the widows were consulted, it is scarcely ta be 

doubted that she would have preferred the ove of rule and charms of liberty 

to the attention of sacrificing her claim to her brother-in-law ... Custom, 
necessity and not clio’ce must have led them to yield to the adopti.)n of an 
usage which must often prove repugnant to their natures and disgusting to 
their feelings. 

.Upon the most diligent and careful inquiry, I have failed to diioover 

any precedent of a widow living independent and at the same time holding the 
landed property of her deceased husband to the prejudice of a full brother or 
nephew of his.** 

a 

Further, he described it to be a ceremony by which the eldest eurviving 
brother of the deceased placed a white robe on the widow and made her his 
wife. In a letter to the Resident, he quoted the following cases of Karewa : — 

1. Patiala. Amar Singh threw, the sheet over the widow 

of hie brother Himinat Singh who died 
without heire. 

2. Nabha. Hamir Singh threw the sheet over the widow 

of bis heirleas brother Kapur Singh and' took 
all the landed property and also hie piiTate 
one. Raja Jaawant Singh of Nabha was the 
issue of that * Karewa '. 

% 

ContinMee on nexi page. 
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flared an estate from partition^ and fragmentation. 

Sometimes a widow should not agree to remarry. What was 
to be done in that case ? The best solution was to grant a |.ro- 
vision to the widow and allow the brother to succeed to the contested 


Continued from page 

3. ^batxesar : Gulab Singh threw the sheet over Rattan K.unwar, the 

widow of Metitab Singh, his ehlor brother and eecurod 
the Chiefship. 

4. Jind : Gujpat Singh throw the sheet over the widow of his 

brother Alam Sibgh. 

5 Mustafabad : Mehtab Singh threw the sheet oven Gauran, widow of 

his brother MirzaSingh ; after the death of Mehtab 
Singh, Gauran was put in possession of Mustaf abadi 

6. Ladwat Gurdit Singh, the father of Sardar Ajit Singh of Ladwa, 

threw the sheet over the widow of his elder brother 

Sahib Singh and obtained the Chiefabip. 

7 Lashkar Khan Ki Sarai: Mohan Singh threw the sheet over the widow of his 

elder brother Auup Singh and obtained the Chiefshjp. 

8. ShahiJ; Gulab Singh threw the sheet over the widow of his 

brother Mehtab Singh and took his landed property. 

9. Kuug Hari Singh threw the sheet over the widow of his older 

brotlier Beer Singh and took the property. 

10. Fyaailapoor . S, Budh Singh threw the sheet over the widow of bis 

brother Sudh Singh and bad a numerous family by the 
widow. 


Murray to Colebrooke, January 10, 1828, B. N. 74, L. N. 217, 


1. As Clerk observed, “In fact it seems difficult to account for that frequent 
recourse which f*rat families among these Chiefs are observed to have bad to a 


practice ... otherewise than in the circumstances 
more oaoific mode than that of determination by 


of its affording ... but a 
the sword, of wresting the 


widow that which the law has adjudged to her.’* (B.N.77, L.N.61) 


( 



estate.* This actuary happened in the , Shahabad ease, whiphriHi 
discussed below.^ 


Kharak Singh, a share-holder in Shahabad estate, died without 
issue, leaving two widows and an estate worth Rs. 6000 a year. The first 
widow claimed to inherit the whole estate, with the exception of a provi¬ 
sion for the second widow, Sher Singh, the elder and full brother 
of^arak Singh, wanted to marry her by ‘Karewa’ rite and thus 
inherit the estate. Clerk admitted that differences of such nature 
were arranged by the male claimant marrying his deceased brother’s 
widjw but said that she had the right of exercising her discretion 
in the matter. In this case the widow was unwilling to re-marry 

because she looked upon Sher Singh, who was just like a father 
to her with feelings of respect. 


Clerk referred to the report of Murray, dated January 10 
1828, in which he had considered the prevailing practice of success- 
to landed property among the Sikhs, and had pointed out the evils 
of female succession, though he had also admitted the absence of 

any fully developed rule to guide Government. Clerk also was of 

the same belief and he appealed to Government to be more consis- 
tent in sncb cas es, 

f 

The resident wrote back, quoting a letter from the Secretary 
to the Governor—General ; “The Governor—General in Council con 
curs with you in opinion that the best mode of settling the dispute 

.'■ecir to the practice of Kureiwa or Chuddar Dalna, 


1, Government had declared its wishes as follows:- •• When the right of 
‘Chadderdalna’ is vested in the brother of the deceased Chief, the right of 
succession may be considered to be virtually vested in tho same individual and if 
the widow he averse from the connection, the oeremony of the sheet’ may wall 

he dispensed with, the widow receiving a suitable provision and being in widow¬ 
hood instead of being married to her hushand’s brother"-B. N. 82, p.l8. 

♦ Jp 

2. Clerk to Martin, September 3. 1831. B.N. 77. L N. 61- ....bT' 



that is to recognise the brother on condition of Ids taking the widow 
into the family and treating her as his wife." Unfortunately that 
decision could not he carried on account of the reluctance of tbo 
widow to marry Sher Singh. Govermn«‘nt upheld her objcctiori ae 
Sher SiDgh, being the elder brother, could not marry the widow of 
the younger brother, Fraser remarking : “ 'i'his can be done only 

by younger brothers, taking the wife or wives of an elder brother’'. 
Sher Singh was allowed to succee to the estate of Kharak Singh 
but his personal property was given to the widows. They were also 
provided ; the elder widow receiving Rs. 1300 and the younger Rs. 
1100 a year.* 

Perhaps, the most important case relating to the legality of 
Karewa marriage was that of Bassawa Singh of Bydwan.^ He was 
the son of Jassa Singh, the eldest of the three brothers, who inheri¬ 
ted the estate of Bydwan. He married first Sahib Kaur who was 
still alive but was childless ; his second wife was Bishnn Kaur who 
also died chi dless ; the third was Khaim Kaur, a cousin of Bishan 
Kaur and widow of Dul Singh, who was married to Jassa Singh by 
*‘Chaddar Dalna” form of marriage and had from him a son, Bassawa 
Singh, In December, 182T, Murray had passed orders that the entire 
state should devolve on Khaim Kaur, as being the mother of Bassawa 
gingh. On January 3, 1828, he had reversed his former decision and 


1. Martin to Clerk, October li, 1831, B, N. 31, L. N, 77.) 

Martin forwarded the letter from the Secretary (p. i2o—20 

2. Fraser to Clerk, April lO, 1534, B. N- 34, p- 117. 

Kaojit Singh, Sher Singh’s brother, preferred a complaint against 

the decision. When it was reported to Clerk, he referred to the orders 
of Government dated October il, i831. 

Fraser approved of what bad been done. 

Clerk to Fraaer, March 2, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N. 14. 

Fraser to Clerk, April 10, 1834, B. N. 34, p. 117—18. 

J. Clerk to Martin, December 12, 1831, B. N. 77, L, N. 110. 

The eatete wee worll/Bs. (i00(i u year, H N. 81 L,. N. II 7 . 
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BassawA Singh was set aside, on the score of illegitimacy, the proof 
of which was brought forward by Bhup Singh and Albail Singh, t e 
two surviving brotheis of Jassa Singb.* Khaim Kaur and her sen 
were ejected from the estate waich was divided between the two 
brothers, A stipend of Rs. 1000 a year was awarded to Bassawa 


1. The decision was thus explained by Murray :— 

** Kbeixn Kaur waa a widow in her father’s family when she became 
known to the late Jussa Singh who took her under his protection and she 
continued with him until his death so me months back. Her own state¬ 
ment clearly demoifstrates that the cuetomary ceremonies attending marriage 
were dispensed with when Jussa Singh received her from the parental 
roof. Under such a confession I feel myself necessary bound to coincide 
with the opinions expressed by the brothers and the widow of. the 
deceased that the issue of such a loose and irregular connection esmnot 
in strict propriety be considered legitimate.” B. N. 76, L. N. 8, January 
31, 1828. 

Bhup Singh and Ulbel Singh stated : .That is called Kureiwa when a 

widow is married to her deceased husband’s uterine brother and not that 
where a man takes a woman of a stranger into his house, as in the 
case of Kheim Kaur (B. N, 76, L. N, 8). 

Murray had made inquiries for, in an earlier letter, he hed remarked: 

* the mother of Buesawah Singh lived under the roof of the late Jussa 
Singh dispensing with even the semblance of a oonoubial union B. N. 
76, L, N. 226, October 17, 1828. 

In the face of these positive declarations, the orders of Government 
were that the infant son of Jassa Singh by Kbatm Kaur waa illegitmate 
and possessed no title to succeed bim (B. N. 28, L, N. 78, April 9, 1828, 
and B. N* 28, p. 236. March 21, 1828) and that the estate be divided 

between the two brothers of Jassa singh and a provision given to the 
widow (B. N. 28, L. N, 177, July 23, 1828). 

But the division bad been temporarily stayed and Colebrooke, the 
Besident had asked Murray if ary prevision was to be made lor Bassawa 
Singh end Khaim Kaur (B. H. 28, L. N. 222, Septeihbet 2, 1828). 

Murrey belived'that KhAlm Kaur and her - child wete leatitled %9 
inaintenimoe (B. N. 76, L. N, 198, September 16 , 1826. ^ 


a 




Singh and* his mother.^ Clerk felt that a great injustice had been 
done in the cese which had not been referred to the other Chiefs of 
the rank of Jasaa Singh for their opinion about the legality of Khaim 
Kaur’e marriage and the legitimacy of Bassawa Singh.^ 



I. Clerk to Fraser, October 14, 1833, N. 81, L. N. 117. 

Hawkins, the Resident, suggested to Murray that some lend sbonld bo 
assigned for the maintenance of Kh aim Knur and ber son Bossawa Singb who 

“though pronounced of illegitimate birth is certoinly entitlea to some provision 

to save him from starving”. (B. N. 30. L. N. 40, May 28, 1830). 


Murray on September 8. 1830, informed Hawkins that the estate of Jassa 
Singh was worth obout Rs. 6000 a year ; Bhup Singh and Albeil Singh wanted 
to grant Khaim Kaur a village worth Rs. 800 per annum while R^ISOO a year 
were to be given to Sahib Kunwer, the legitimate wife. Khaim Knur strongly 
objected and demanded Rs. 1800 a year—equal to that of Sahib Kunwar. The 
flardoTB said that it was very large and placed “wedlock and illicit cnmmeroe 
on an eqiial footing”. (B. N. 76, X*. N. 307) 

Hawkins proposed a cash provision of Rs. 1000 a year for Khaim Ka\ir and 
Bassawa Singh, to bo paid in monthly instalment and observed : “By this 
arrangement a necessary distinction is observed between the nature of her 
claims and those of the widow Sahib Koonwur” (B. N. 30, L. N. 73, September 

13, 1830). 

Murray communicated the above to Khaim Kaur but she “expressed 
her displeasure in terms and manner so as to lead to a sup| osition that she must 
belabouring under a sudden delirium”. She refused to accept ihe provisitn not 
only of Rs. 1000 a year but also of the village. Murray concluded: “My best 
endeavours having failed to bring her to listen to reason, she must, 1 conclude, 
be permitted to pursue her own wayward course.” (B. K. IB, L. N. 31H, 
I September 20, 18<>0). ^ 

According to Clerk, she was living in Ambala in great poverty and want; 
her condition excited his pity. She wanted to proceed to Calcutta to lay her 
casse before the Governor-General. 



3. Clerk to Martin, December 12, 1831, B. K, 77, LyN..1^0, 
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Before referring the case to Gforernment, Martin, the Ag^ht 
to the Governor—General, wanted to find , out if *‘the ceremony of 
Kureiwa was performed af< a preliminary? to the connection of* which 
he is the fruit." If the question be answered in the affirmative, 
if would bo necessary to revise the decision and Bassawa Singh would 
be entitled to claim the estate of his late father,^ Martin pointed out 
that the agents of Bassawa Singh bad argued that illegitimate sons were 
not excluded from inheritance and so be asked Clerk why the agents 
had not submitted the proof of his legitimacy previously or disputed 
his illegitimacy. Finally, he shrewdly remarked that the agent would 

not have missed pressing that point home, had they been sure of 
Bassawa Singh’s legitimacy. 


Clerk made further enquiries into the nature of the alliance 
contracted betw'een Jassa Singh and Khaim Kaur and come to the 
conclusion that the Karewa marriage had been celebrated,* and 
therefore Bassawa Singh was a legitimate child. He further quoted 
the testimony of Sirdars like Gulab Singh Shahid, who- had negotiated 
the alliance. Therefore, the evidence recorded by Murray was erroneous 
Moreover, Khaim Kaur bad never admitted the illegitimacy of her 
son.* The elder widow, Sahib Kaur, had declared that Jassa Singh did 



I Martin to Clerk, December 28, 1831, B. N. 31, L. N. 103. 

Martin added that the point had not deen made clear by Clerk. 

4 I 

%4 

2* But Clerk weakened his point by observing that the impression might be 
erroneous and was the result of what he had heard inoidentally mentioned 

in conversation. j 

* 

% 

3. According to Clerk, the marriage between Jassa Singh' a^hd" Khaim ^ Kaur 
had been publicly celebrated as the former, **went in procession...with 
honour and kettledrums and attended by all his ‘retainere to the bouea 
of the women's parents whence he brought her in the same state to 

. .. i\- -iU 4*J‘' - -^<*9 

his own 


4 , Clerl? to Mftnio, S, 18Si. J'"' ' 




not coimeot himself with Khaim Kiur by tho Karewa form, but ahe 
had admitted before Murray that the connection had been formed 
according to Karewa, though she assorted her right to hold tho Sardari 
during her life although willing to be succeeded by Bassawa Singh. 
There was also the evidence of tho relatives of Khaim Kaur and tlic 
two brothers of Jassa Singh but no reliance could be placed on either 
of the two testimonies. 


It was in 1835 that the case was again opened bv a petition 
presented by the two brothers of Jassa Singh.Bhup Singh and 

Albail Singh.' It seemed that some sort of partition had been 

arnved at by Bassawa Singh on one side and his uncle on the 

other.'-! Later on the latter declared the .eais, affixed on the documents, 
a-- forgeries. 


Rassa Of the case, Clerk pointed out how 

; " , . Kaur appeared to Lve 

held that Kh^ \ referred to Murray, he 

Karewa. Then the case was referred to Clerk. The agent of Bassawa 
Smgh repaired to Simla in 1832 and tho Secretary to the Governor- 
General had called for the relevant papers from Fraser, who was 

then the Governor—General’s Agent at Delhi. Fraser, had observed 
that if the property of Jassa Singh were private property, Bassawa 
Singh could be held the heir. But as it was public property, it 
ought to have escheated to Government. 


Clerk then went on to say that the Supremo Government 
had directed him in 1833 to refer tho question of Khaim Kaur'n 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, October 14, 1835, B. N. 81. L. N, Hi. 

f 

.. Unfortuaately, C.erk does uot give the details of the partiftien—deed. 
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marriage to the priaeipal Chiefs. The question was 
ing to the present custom of the Sikhs, a man ^ 

married dy the Karewa to a more distant relation than 
widow.* If Karewa marriage with distant relations was 
legitimacy of Bassawa singh would Be established. C er ‘ 

the reply received from the Chiefs was not ® 2 

Court of directors remarked, in a despatch of July 1 , • 

real difficulty, as Clerk pointed out, was that the Chiefs 

fixed laws for the determination of inheritance. The best way was to 

deal with cases as they arose individually. 

4 


Some of the replies of the Chiefs had been received and 
other not, when the agents of Bhup Singh, Albail Singh and Bassawa 
Singh waited on Clerk at Ambala and informed him that their master 
had’ come to an amicable adjustment of their differences by a written 
agreement of which they each tendered copies. The agreement was 
registered in the Agency. Later on, Bhup Singh and Albail 
Singh, declared the Hgreemeni to be a forgery, stating that their 
seals had been affixed wiihout their consent. On making enquiries, 
Clerk found that there was no possibility of any mis—application 

of their seals. The partition had been sketched and formady made 
at t:ieir residence in the village Sohana and that they themselves 
had affixed their seals in the presence of all their officials and several 
other witnesses—all of whom were forthcoming. Bassawa Singh and 
his mother had also been invited to Sohaua and were, therefore) 


I 



1. Clerk to Metcalfe, October 14, 1836» B, N. 81,. L, N. 117. ^ 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, Mny 18, 1830, B. N. 83, L. N. 116. 

I have already given the despatch in an earlier foot-note. 

3 . Clerk to Metcalfe, May 18, 1839, B. N* 83, L. N. 116. 

Clerk says “It is useUss to look to them for any thing satisfactory 

•f* I . I yr ^ 

in jurisprudence'*. 
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present. Clerk, therefor©, cheracterised the declaration of Bbup Singh 
and Albail Singh as “ a most gratutions misrepresentation.'” 

The reply of the Secretary at Agra, as sent to Metcalfe, was 
that both the parties should abide by the agreement they had arriv¬ 
ed at.^ The Court of Directors also refused to disturb the parti¬ 
tion which had taken place by mutual agreement between the actual 
parties.S 

Another important case arising out of the ^Kareva' form of 
marriage was that of Daeuundha Singh, the father of Fateh Smgh of 
Hallahar. The question of his legitimacy arose in the time of Murray 
when he claimed to inherit the Chiefship of Radour. In the 
days of Clerk, his son revived the claim.'' 


Dulcha Singh of Radour and Prem Singh were full brothers. 
On the former*s death, Dasaundha Singh, the latter's son, put far- 
ward his claim. This was rejected hy Murray on the ground of 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, October 14, 1835, B. N. 81, L. N. 117. 

One fails to understand why Bhup Singh erd AlVfiil Singh repudict- 
ed the agreement they hod arrived at with Bassawa Singh. . 

2. Bushby to Metcalfe, Decmber 0, 1885, B. K. 36, p. 732*33. 

Metcalfe to Clerk December 21, 1835, B, N, 35, L. N. 88. 

3. Extract of a letter No. 41 from the Court of Directors, dated July 18, 
1838* B, N. 39, L. N. 4, January 13, 1839. 

The Court wrongly called Bassawa Singh as Bahadur Singh and ex* 
pressed the opinion that, in the absence of a partition, it might have 
been necessary to reconsider bis dormant claim. 

4 . Murray to Hawkins, May 12, 1830, B. N. 76, L. N. 240. 

Clerk to Metcalfe September 28, 1837, BN 83, L. N. 46. 
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his illegitimacy, the Supreme Government concurring with his decision.^ 

When Dasaundha Singh died in 1830,® his son Fateh Singh 
succeeded him in his claim. Clerk referred the question to the 
Chiefs of the Missal, to which Fateh Singh belonged. All of them 
denounced his pretensions as absurd.^ As Clerk himself said; “It is 
a claim to an estate not acquired and possessed by the petitioner's 
ancestor. grounds on which the Supreme Government has so re 



1. Sterling to Hawkins, December II, 1829. B. N. 30, p. 3. 

Hawkins to Murray, January 11. 183J, B. N. 30, L. N. 2 
Hawkins, in dismissing Dasaundha Singh's claim to succeed to the Hadour estate 
sent a letter of Sterling, the Deputy Secretary to Government, addressed to 

himself, which discussed the claims of Dasaundha Singh thus;— . 

The essential and conclusive facts that the complaint is not only illegiti¬ 
mate but the off*spring of an adulterous connection between his father and 
a female whose husband still survives ... His attempt to show that such 
connections, are sanctioned by the law and usages of the Sikh states must 
be considered a total failure ... His Lordship in Council does not hesitate, 
therefore to concur in your rejection of Dasaundha Singh’s claim to succeed to 
the estate acquired dy his uncle Sardar Dulcba Singh on the ground of his 
illegitimate birth”. 

2. Hawkins to Murray, May 16, 1830, B. N. £0, L, N. 46. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, Jully 12. 1837, B..N. 37, L. N. 61. 

Metcalfe wrote to Clerk that Fateh Singh had revived the claim of his father 
and was asserting that a Karewa marriage, with a woman whose 

husband is living, was lawful. Clerk was asked to make enquir¬ 
ies from the Chiefs as to bow far the marriage wes legal in the 

case of Dasaundha Singh’s mother as Government wanted to make 
a final decision in the case. 

According to Murray, Prem Singh married at first Ludhi and 

then Rajan. Mahi was a Zemindar who had a daughter Jeeo 

or Jori, married to Turti, a 7,amindar in the Kaithal territory. 

Pcem Singh forced Jori into his house and had by her a boy» 

‘*the present Dasaundha Singh.** Turti Was alive for many years 
after this incident. , ^ 

B. N. 74, p. 222, January 12, 1828. 

Also MO. B. N. 37, li. N. 76, Au^st 11, 1837. 



-cently rejected Sarup Singh's claim to the Parganae acquired by Raja 
Bhag Singh. It is a claim which was formally adv anccd on the plea 
that the mother of Dasauiidha Singh (the Petiliouer'e father) came 
pregnant to the house of Prem Singh; the claim was tried o n these merits 
and rejected**.' Clerk reminded Metcalfe that Daaaundha Singh had 
qeen pronounced to bo the off-epring of an adulterous connection and 

therefore the claim of his son was -very proposterous”; even the Chiefs 
of his tribe were not in favour of his claims.*** 


1. Clerk to Metcafe, September 28, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 4o. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, September 28, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N, 46. 

Clerk said that Fateh Singh had not the eupport of the widow 
of Sardar Bhagel Singh of Chilaundi who sent her Diwan and 
also a written message to say that she knew no other heir to Radour or to her 

own estate than the British Government, She had remarked : .But that, 

in the event of the Supreme Government relinquishing its rights in Radour 
she is prepared to claim U in virtue of her husband’s supremacy over all the 
Karoreingbia Missal and that on her demite (she is heiiless), shoul.. the 
Supreme Government renounce its rights to Radour acd to her estate of 
Chilaundi she has no conception of any heirs except the Brahmins of Kankhal 
Hftrdwar on whom thoBO estEtos Bhould bo conforrod # 

Clerk also quoted the opinion of Sardar Sahib Singh of Denoura. one of 

Fateh Singh’s neighbours, against Dasaundha Singh and observed that but 
for his illegitimacy, Dasaundha Singh would have inherited Radour on the 
demise of Dulcba Singh instead of the widow of the latter. 

Clerk complained that the people of Radour were being harassed and 
unsettled by the interference of Patiala. He added that he had tried to assure 
them but they pointed to Jind and Mustafabad whore Patiala candidates had 
saccesafuUy established their claim. Fateh Singh was also being backed up by 
Patiala and in order to quieten the people. Clerk suggested that the Patiala 

agents should be d ismissed. 

In reply. Metcalfe assured Clerk that the reference was due to the orders 
of the Court of Directors and not on account of the request of Patiala 

Baja. In regard to the sucoeesioninJind and Mustafabad. Metcalfe repudiated 

the Buspicions of Clerk that Patiala had anything to do with it; the British 

Government was always anxious to respect lawful rights. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, B. N. 37. L. N. 101, October 17, 1837. 
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The decision of Government was a foregone conclusion. On January 

14, 1839,^ Metcalfe conveyed to Clerk the information that the Govern- 
-ment had rejected the claim of Fateh Si'^gh to the Chi'efship of Rodour. 
No other decision was possible in view of the illegitimacy of his 
father. Metcalfe sent also an extract from a despatch of the Court of 
Directors which contained the following observation ;— j 

i • 

** .the renewed inquiry which has very properly been insti 

tuted . seems to have completely negatived the assertion of the 

legitimacy, among the Sikhs of the off-ppring of a Kureiwa marriage with 
a woman already married to another man and the claim of Futeh 
Singh is, therefore, entirely untenable.^*’ 

To come to the right of » widow t^ bequeath an estate by 

will .... It was universally acknowledged that a widow hnd the right 

to succeed to an estate but in no case to will it away. One case 

occurred before Clerk's assumption of office. Rani Ind Kaur, the widow 

of Dulcha Singh of Radour left a will by wh ich she wanted her 

estate to go to her daughter's son, a son of the Ladwa Chief, in 

view of the illegitimacy of Dasauudha Singh. When the Sardarni 

died, the Ladwa Sardar put forward the claim of his son, 

% 

but the claim was rejected on the ground that Ind Kunwar 

could not bequeath her estate by will.^ But her personal effects were 
given over to the Ladwa Sardar under instructions of Government.* 


1. Torrens to Metcalfe, January 6, 1839, p. 26. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, January 14, 1839, L. N. 3. 

2. Despatch of the Court of Directors. B. N. 39, p. 26, July 26, No, 43 of 
1838. 

4 - ' • . 

3. Colebrooke to Murray. July 7, 1828, B. N. 28, L. N. 169. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, September 28, 1837. B. N. 83. L. N. 46.^.. . v ... 

4. Murray to Colebrooke, February 10, 1820, B. N. 76, L.'N, 201 •' 

I 




Further, widows were not allowed to practise adoption. In fact tiie 
principle of adoption was n >t recognised among the Sikhs.‘ 

Under the Sikh Law, daughters or their children have no 
right to succeed to an estate even if there are no sons, widows, 
brothers, or nephews.^ This is in eonf .rmity with the general princi- 


1. The right of udoptioa was not allowed oithor among the Manjha or Malwa 
Sikhs, although it was conferred on various Chiefs by Government later 
on. 

Murray, in this connection had remarked: *'Suoh an adoption may 
hold good according to the Shasters but in my judgment tltoy nro more 
flpplicnblo to private and personal property than to public Sardaris and 

the general practice of country favours this ooinion. I cannot adduce 

on instance throughout the whole extent of the Sikh States in which the 
female line has succeeded to Chiofships and landed property by adoption.” 
B. N. 74. L. N, 293. 

It is true that the Hindu haw allows adoption but there is 
a fundamental distinction between private property and a Chiefship. An 
adopted son can legaMy inherit his father's private property but ho can 
not succeed to the Chiefship, witlmut the sanction of the paramount 
power. Even the younger sons of a Chief are iu worse position as compar¬ 
ed to the eldest son who inherits tho entire estate. 

2, Murray to Colebrooko, May 7, 1328, B. N. 75, h. N. 79. 

Murray bad observed. “The practicu of oxoludiog tho female lino 
has no doubt obtained from the approheosion that estate would merge 
into tho faiuiliea of others.” 

B. N. 71, L. N. 200. 

Again he remarked ; “It is a possitive and settled rule among the 
Sikh Chief that the female line is. excluded from the succession to Chiefship, 
and lauded property” {B. N, 76, L. N. 79, May 7, 1829). 

That was the reason why tho Kadour estate could not go to ‘he 
Ladwa Sardar, although he put forward a claim to that effect. See also 
Murray to Colebrooko, November 16, 1827, B.N. 74. L. N.193. 

On th* other hand, Richmond felt that the son of a daughter should 
have the right to inherit an estate as is the case in the Hindu law for 
he observed : “A Chief who has no male off-spring but who has grand- 
sona, the children of his daughters, is now apprehensive or indeed feels 


Continued on next page 
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pies of Hindu Law at the time. In such cases the estates lapsed 
to the over-lord. --This principle is based on the consideration, that 
a draghter, after her marriage, is entitled to inherit through her 
husband and therefore should have no claim to the patimony of 
her parents. Thus when Sardarni Bhagan, the second widow of IVIohar 
Singh Nishanwala, died, her estate lapsed to Government, inspite of 
her having a daughter.^ Again when Raj Kunwar, widow of Chiwla 
Singh Jameraya, died without heirs, except a grand daughter, the 
latter*s claim was regarded invalied and the estate was taken over 
by Government.^ Similarly when Mai Gauran of Mustafabad died, her 
estate likewise lapsed to Government, notwithstanding that she had 
a daughter.^ Also, when Mai Dharmun died leaving no male heir, 
her estate of Tira was annexed by Government.'* 


Continued from page 61 

certain that bis possessions will be taken by us, although perhaps no rule 
can be quoted specifying that they shall be, while it will probably be 
admitted that if the Hindu law of succession is to become a rule, a 
grand-son (the son of a daughter) can inherit when his mother and her 
parents are no more.” .B. N. 88A, L. N, 94, p. 257-68. 

Lawrence, however, agreed with the views of Murray and Clerk, for 
he remarked ; do not consider that the rules of suooession in the 
Protected Sikh states have hither to been based upon the laws of Hindu 
inheritance; if they hrd been we could not have inherited a single estate, 
for the husbands of each of the widows whom we permitted to inherit, would 
have adopted children as several widows have endeavoured to doy but volun* 

tarily against the praotice of their sect ; the Mai of chilaundi, the oldest in 

the Protected States, being so well aware of this, that Inst August when I was 

in her neighbourhood, she begged my interference to secure a single village 

for a lad of her adoption and Rani Sukhan of Dialghar’s whole thoughts are 

turned to obtaining a small reversson to her brothers. All these taots go to 

prove not only that the Hindu Laws of inheritance have not been aeted on, 

but the Chiefs are well aware of what has been the praotice.'* Lawrenoe's 

report on Kaithal, April 26, 1844, B. H. 88A, p. 341. 

« 

1. Clerk to Martin, September 26, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 6. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, July 7, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N. 89. 

3. Clerk to Fraser, Ootober 26, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N. 186. 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, January 20, 1838, B. N. 83, L. K. 68. 
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4 word may be added about, the claim of illegitimate sons.’ 
They had no right to succeed to an estate. Even in the absence of legiti¬ 
mate sons, the illegitimate sons had absolutely no elaim. The case of 
Bassawa Singh of Bydwan already mentioned, bears this out. So 
does that of Fateh Singh of Hallahar who claimed the estate of Radour 

unsuccessfully owing to tho illegitimacy of his father. 


In the jurisdiction of Ambala Agency, a number tf non—Sikh 
estates existed alongside the Sikh Estates. In the time of Clerk, there 
arose disputes over inheritance, in three such estates namely Ramgarh,® 


1. Murray had given the cases of three illegitimate children Sahib Singh 
son of Bhangn Singh of Thanesar, Dasnundha Singh of Padour and Bas.sawn 
Singh. Of these, the first hnd better bloDcl than the other two as lie wne 
born of a elavo, who wsa the propery of Bbag Singh. (B. N. 75, a note 
written in pencil by Murray and inserted between pages 366—:i57). 

2. The Ramgarh question figured also in the agency of Murray, though not so 
prominently as in the days of Clerk, as would be clear from tlie following 

despatches;— 

On September 24, 1827, Murray reported that disputes had broken out 
between Narain Dos of Ramgarh end his nephew Mian Devi Singh. Ho de«- 
cribed how Narain Das and Maldev-t wo brothers-had divided the domain rf 
Ramgarh with all its revenues equally. When Maldev died in 1820, violent 
quarrels broke out between Narain Dass and Devi Singh, the elder son of 
Maldev who was trying “to retain the sole and uncontrolled supremacy with 
a Chief’s share in the estate,” while the former was anxious to preserve tho 
old settlement ; according to Murray, Dalip Singh, Devi Singh’s younger 
brother, was entitled to halfshare of the produce and fines from hi* brother’s 
share (B. N. 74, L. N. 163). 

On February 7, 1828, Colebrooke, the Resident, requested Murray to interfere 
between Narain Dass and Devi Singh so that they might keep peace. (B. N. 
28, L. N, 4). 

On February 12, 1828, Murray replied that he was trying his level beet 
to preserve the peace between the two (B. N. 76, L. N. 16). Colebrooke was 
of the view, that if no other arrangement was possible, the administration 
of Ramgarh should he divided between the two. (B. N. 28, L. N. 49, March 

14, 1828). 


Continued on next page 
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Kunjpura/ and Malerkotla®. The first was a Bajput estate, aad 
the other two were Fathan principalities. In those states n 


Continued from page 36 

When Murray again reported the deplorable states of affair in Bam- 
garh (B. N. 76, L. N. 3, March 30 1828, and B. N. 76, L, N. 43, March 19. 
182 ) Colebrooke expressed the view that the division of the estate could be 
made only if Narain Das and his sons acknowledged Devi Singh as the Chief 
(B. N. 28, L. N. 61. March 24. 1828). 


Murray recommended that Devi Singh should be allowed to exercise the 
same power as his father but he should give a moiety of his share to Dalip 

Singh- (B. N, -76, L. N. 60. March 28. 1828). Clerk, as will be seen, differed 
from, this view. 


1. The disputes among the members of the ruling house of Kunjpura were not 
-oikus. coming from the days of Ochterlony, the first political Agent; 
Much of the legitimate power and influence which this family might 

reasonably have exercised had been lost by the unhappy relations of 
different mfinbeis whe had quarrelled with each other and especially with the 
head of the bouse, for their own individual objects.** The records of the 
Ambala Agency teem with reference to many disputes of the Runj- 
purias. who were described as ‘‘turbulent and unruly, beyond any 
other race in India and given to habits of aggression, violence 
and contempt of all order and authority.** 


2, The principality of Malerkotla was notorious for disputes between 

Bahmat Ali Khan, son of Nawab Ata Ulla Khan, and Nawab Wazir 
All Khan ; after the death of the latter, the dispute existed between 
Bahmat Ali Khan and Nawab Amir Ali Khan, the son of Waxir Ali 
The reason was that Bahmat Ali was much aggrieved at thedeoiaion 

of Ochterlony in 1810 by which Wazir AU Khan representing 

the senior line was declared the ruler of the state. 

Murray*8 remarks about the Marlerkotla family are worth being 
quoted : 


“.I believe it to be impossible to extract any generally 

beneficial measure from the oolleoted members of this turbulent* and 
distracted family because their oonHiotiDg interests, ceaseless intrigues 
and mutual jealousy are opposed to system and inimioal to oi^er, to 
regulated on just and fundamental principles*' Murray 'MiMn, May 
X6, 1881, B. N. 77, L, N- 89. 

. V.. -o Continvei tm nmt voob 
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also, Clerk and Government were trying to evolve certain laws of 

succession based on equity, justice and even expediency.the 

motives guiding them in the disputes aflfecting the Sikhs. 

1, Partition Disputes Relating to Ramgarh 

, A« regards Ramgarh, the succession—dispute proved to be 

a long and bitter one, so much so that it resulted in the admin¬ 
istration of a severe reprimand from the Governor—General to the 
Resident at Delhi, between whom and Clerk was generated, in turn, 
ill-feeling thereby. The problem was whether this estate should bo 
partitioned or the chiefship in it preserved entire. As would be 
clear. Clerk was able to save the estate from fragmentation. 


Ramgarh had been a fief of the Raja of Nalagarh and its 
Chiefs were Rajpu ts and known as Mians. About the time of Metcalfe's 
mission, they offered their allegiance to the Raja of Sirmur but 
declared their independence when that ruler was attacked by the 
Gurkhas.^ Later, the Sirmur Raja claimed their allegiance again, but 
it was not allowed by Ochterlonyr though the four principal Sikh 
Chiefs had declared (when the query was put to them by Ochterlony) 


(CorUinxied from page 64) 

Clerk, after agreeing with Murray’s opinion, expressed himself, os 
follows :— 

What Captain Murray anticipated, my own experience has confirm¬ 
ed. It is vain to effect unanimity among the members of this family on 
this point. Some of the most influential are interested in subjecting inherit¬ 
ance to the Shurreh, claiming its laws as applicable to all of their religious 
persuasion. Others discard the Shurreh, deny t^at its rules have hitherto 

been the guidance of the family_which isthefact.and prefer te adliere 

to their ancient usages. Unfortunately their family customs in respect to 
inheritance have not hitherto been uniform.'* 

B. N. 82, L. N. 131, Augusts, 1836. 

1. Clerk to Fraser, November 6, 1832, B.N.78, L,N.74. 

Clerk to Prinsep, October 10, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 00. 
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that t(he Mians of Ramgarh had owed allegiance to and were 
.the servants of the Sirmur Raja.^ 

..I 

Ramgarh had been administered hv two brothers... Maldeo Singh 

4r 

and Narain Das but the superior jurisdication was vested in the former 
being the elder of two. After the death of Maldeo, Mian Narain Das 
wanted to assert his superior claims in the management of the Taalul^ 
or to obtain independent possession of one half of the estate ; the 
town of Ramgarh had already been divided under the'orders of the 
Government, in the life time of Maldeo.® Mian Maldeo had left two 

.Devi Singh, the elder and Dilip Singh the younger half— 

brother. As mentioned before, the younger brother, emboldened by 
the example of his uncle, wanted half of Devi Singh's estate. Devi 
Singh was oppo.sed to the claims of both and his objection in the 
f-yes of Clerk, ^vas quite “valid and proper" D^lip Singh went to 
Simla in order to press his claims before the Governer_General.® 


t 


1, In the Calcutta Review, it has been wrongly Paid that the Mians of Bam- 

garh became independent of the Nabha Raia. Actually they became inde¬ 
pendent of the Nahan or Sirmur Raja — Volume IT, p.200. 

2, Clerk to Martin, September 27, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 79. 

1 

3, Dalip Singh submitted a petition to Lord William Bentink dated September 

26, 1831, in whiob he said that he had ‘learnt with as much sorrow as 
die-appointment that the decision passed by Sir E. Colebrooke against which 

he appealed ... is to stand good', (Inserted in B. N, 31 between .p.U3 and 
lU). 

Prinsep wrote to Clerk from Simla that Dalip Singh's case had been 
referred to the Council at Coloutto and that the Ooverner-Qoneral would 
“make no order" in favour of Dalip Singh, till he heard from him. He also 
humourously remarked^ "If independent Chiefs are to increase and multiply 
at Malthus's rates of geometrical progression, we shall ead in a community 
of independent individuals and that, will be suoh a state of society that the' 
world never expenmerned upon yet.” (B. N. 31, L. N. 72, October 1, 1831). 

j {CorUimied on mact . 
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Clerk invited Devi Singh and Naaain Das U, Ambala. The 
former came but Narain Das was unable or uuwilliug to com e. Clerk 
wanted Devi Singh to give Rs. 3000 a year to Dalip Singh, but he was 
not willing to give more than Rs 2000 pleading that the anual income 
of the estate was only about Rs. 7000.i Clerk therforc agreed to accept 
that figure ‘•with an additional sum of Rs. 1000 on the return of that 


(Coniinited from page 06) 

Beenon, the Private Secretary of the Govornor-Uoneral. wna of the view 

that the case involved intore.U which guvo it a g.cat .mporiancu. (B N 

31. L. N. 68). 


Martin had made certain observations in hm despatch lo Prinsep. Ib. 
explained how Romgarh, had been in Muldeo’s management since 
although he had also associated hie brother Narain Das “to an etpi.n 
participation in all the privileges and etnohimeubs of Ins authority*'. This 
decision was not sufficient to support D.ihp Smgh’s contention n.s conse¬ 
quences ot great public of inconvenionce would result from its admission; more¬ 
over, peace and welfare of the people would be affected by the r<n&equence 
of that division. He remarked; “ ...however sanctioned ,t may bo by the 
established usage of the country, o regard to the security of these important 
objects dictates the propriety of so far modifying that usage in the case of 
mdependent principalities, as to preserve the unity of control which is 
indispensable to the vigorous exercise of authority and to prevent the number¬ 
less disputes and differences which are insoparnble from the existence of 
various petty jurisdictions, each claiming the exercise of indepon dent rights 
... with a view ... to afford to the peace and order of the country that 
protection which it is equally our privilege anb o ur duty to administer. I 
am strongly of opinion that it is very desirable to retard as much as 
possible the process of territorial sub-divisions.” Martin, therefore, suggested 
to Government that it would be expedient to oonfirm Colebrooke's decision 

reabrioting Dalip Singh s “pretensions to the right of a suitable maintenance 
from bis elder brother.” 

(B. Nr 31, h. N. 62, September 14, 1831} 

As would be seen, that principle was to guide the ultimate decision 
in this case. 


1 Clerk to Martin, September 27, 1831. B, N. 77, L, N. 79. 

The actual revenue only amouted to Rs. 6500. 



peace and order at Ramgarh which he for one has been v6Ty instrumental 
in disturbing”. Accordingly Clerk asked the resident to recommend tb 


the Gbvernor-General that Dalip Singh be dismissed from Simla ^nd 
directed to rep air to Ramgarh.' Narain Das was to be placed on 
the footing he had in he days of his elder brother, The Resident 
thought the provision proposed for Dalip' Singh, with the promise 
of eventual augmentation to be just and adequate.^ 


The case was referred to the Governor-General, who declared 
that the Taaluq had been held by Maldeo and Narain Das jointly but 
the Chiefship had been held by the former^. According to the Governor- 
General, the question was whether the Sirdari belonged to the brother 
or the eldest son; another question was how much the younger brother 
had to get. The Governor-General went on to say that by the custom 
of the family the Chiefship or Sirdari was an hereditary right to descend 
in the direct line, consequently the eldest son of the deceased Mian 
Maldeo Singh must be recognised as the Sirdar and the right of his 
younger brother Dalip Singh would be confined to a youngtr brother's 
allowance or portion of the inheritance.^ As far as possible, the 
Governor--General added, arrangements should be made by which the 
claims of Dalip Singh be satisfied without further dismemberment of 
the estate. 


4 

Clerk went in person to Ramgarh in marh, 1832, to carry out 
the intentions of Government. He declared Devi Singh as the Chief 
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1. Martin to Clerk, September 29, 1881, B. N. 31, L. K, 60. 
Martin to Clerk, October 10, 1831, B. N. 31, L. N. G8. 

2. Martin to Clerk, January 4, 1832, B. N. 32, L. H. 3. 
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It waa clearly declared that Maldeo Singh enjoyed an autliority and 
rank beyond tbe share which waa his lot by inheritance.*' 


1' 


3. Priniep to Martin, December 31. 1831, B. N. 32, p. 18-20. 
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and awarded Narain Das onc-luilf of the revcn\ie with other eniohinieiits 
and fine.* A garden and some other hinds situated around the 
town of Kamgaih and allotted tr^ Narain D.is In MahUs). were allowed 
to continue under his management wirliout any interference from 
Devi. Singli.'* 


On l''cbruary II, 1833.* Fraser wrote to ( liirf Seuelary, 

Swintiui that Dalip Singh claimed an C(iual division of the sliarc to 
which he had "an undoubted right according to the custom of the 
family”. Macnagliton in reply* observed that it was not clear from 
what premises Fraser liad drawn the conclusion about the family 
custom but expressd a hope that he would have made ‘’due 
inquiries”, although it was not clear whether aii actual division 
had taken place between Narain Das and Maldeo. M.u na ghlrn obse¬ 
rved that under these circumstances tlic estate would liave to be di\ ided 
at first between Narain Das and Devi singh and then between 
Devi Singh and Dalip Singh. So in March 1833," Fraser directed 
Clerk to carry in to effect the division of the Kamgarh estate 
making the allotments in a manner as agreeable to the parties 
concerned as posiblc. Under these instructions. Clerk proposed to 
Narain Das two lots out of the Estate and leave the choice to Devi 
Singh; the division between Devi Singh Dalip Singh was to be made next 


Narain Das gladly undertook to do it, but Devi Siiigli protested 


1. Clerk to Fraser, Norember 6, 1832, B. N. 7$, L. K. 74. 

2. Devi 6mgb*s cousid, Gopal Singh, the eon of Narain Das, was very jealous of 
the authority exercised by Devi Singh. He was another “ disturbing factor-” 

3. Fraser to Swinton, February 11, 1833, B. N. 36, L. N. 78. 

4. Maensghten to Fraser, February 27, 1833, B, N. 36, L. N, 79. 

^« Fraser to Clerk, March 23, 1833, B. N* 35, L. N. 78. 



to Clerk and then proceeded^ to Delhi. Partition was actually made.2 
Xn October 1833, Clerk wrote that Dalip Singh and Narain Das 
Jiad expressed a wish to undertake the capture of the places 
allotted to them in the partition.^ 

I 

Finding Fraser adament, Davi Singh went to Calcutta and 
presented a petition,^ to the Governor-General in which he point¬ 
ed out that his grand-father Khushal Singh had given. no^ 

share to his younger brother; similarly his father Maldeo had 

granted a provision to his younger brother Narain Das.® Devi singh 

also referred to the orders of Colebrooke, and a letter of Murrary 

by which he had been confirmed as the Chief while Dalip Singh 

was to get an allawance only. Then he went on to say how Fraser 

Iiad ordered a partition of the estate, although there was no such 

custom in the family. According to him, it had been done at 

the suggestion of Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan of Indri,® a friend 

of Fraser. Finally Fraser had refused to listen to him and issued an 

order by which Narain Das and Dalip Singh were to be put 

in possession of their shares while Devi Singh's share was to 
be delivered only when he agreed to the proposed partition.’ 


1. Clerk to Fraser, April 18, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N, 20. 

Clerk to Devi Singh, March 28, 1833, B. N, 34. p. 220. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, June 20, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 60 

3. Clerk to Fraser, October 1, 1833, B, N. 79, L. N, 109, 

Also see. Clerk to Fraser, November 14, 1833, B. N. 79, LL. N. 131, and 132. 


4. B. N.S4,p. 211-16. 
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Devi Singh observed; “ My father poaaosaed the sole euithorily over the esiate^ 

as an independent chieftain and had all the affairs oonneoted with it under his 
own management." 


, 11 ^ • 


• i* ‘ # 


f \ 


H, is th. same person who reoeivod one-third of Kurjpurs MUte—see below. 
Petition of Devi Singht^ Be N. 34, p. 21 MG. 

Devi Singh also forwarded a Copy of proo^dingi held by Frater (n. 211 



Devi Singh’s petition brought a severe reprimand to l-raser 

from the Governor-General who remarked that the circumstances in tire 
case "argue by no means favourably for the character of that gentlemen 
as a discreet and impartial dispenser of justice.”' The wliole history 
of the case was traced and Macnaghteii thus expressed the Governor- 
General’s order 

4 

<'His Lordship is of opinion that besides being called upon 
for expl anation of his inconsistent and ajjparcntly arbitrary 
proceedings in this case, Mr. Fraser should be required immediately 
to cancel the whole of the orders passed by him with regard to it 

and that the parties should be referred to the Political .Agent at 

Ambala for an inquiry and adjudication of their respective rights, 
the Petitioner in the meantime being maintained in the right 
3 S head of the family, to controvert which, no evidence has yet 
been adduced." 

As already pointed ©ut, Frasser had given his award in 1833’ 

the Vakil of Dalip Singh and Narain Das had waited on Clerk 

to have his permission to capture the places allotted to him in that 
partition, from the occupation of retainers of Devi Singh. In the 
meantime, the order of partition was concdltd by the Supreme 
Government and Clerk was asked to restore the affairs of Ramgarh 
to the footing in which they were in 1831.2 But Narain Dae and 


1. Fraser to Clerk, June I, 1834, B. N. 34, L. N. 35. 

Trevelyan to Fraser, May 16, 1834, B. N. 34, p. 209. 

Maonaghten to Trevelyan, April 35, 1834, B. N. 34, p. 209-11. 

2. Fraser to Clerk, Jaue 3, 1834, B. N!34, L. N. 35. 

I Clerk to Fraser, July 34, 1834, B. K. 80, L. N. 100. 

Clerk sent an Amin to Bamgarh with a letter explainisg the 
inatructions of Government; that official was directed to receive from 
.>> Narain Das and Dalip Singh and to make it over to Mian Devi Singh 
.,r, or in event of his abtence, to hia son, the management of Ramgarh 
Ta«lu<^.’* 
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Dalip Singh flatly refused to vacate the places allotted to them by 
Fraser's award in obedience to Clerk's oidfr conveying the instruc¬ 
tions of Government. On the contrary, they were trying to strengthen 
those places and were prepared to oppose with force any attempt 

S I 

to dispossess them. The Chaprasi of tlie Agency, sent with Clerk's 
orders, was beaten by Dalip yingn's men and hence the Amin, 

entrusted with the orders of the Agency, was too frightened to go 
to Ranagarh.^ For this muddle, Fraser blamed Clerk who submitted 
the following explanation : — 

r 

4 

“The opinion.I presumed to offer of the respective 

rights of the disputants, differed from that view of their case which 
induced you to divide the authority among them all. Moreover, I 
have been an eye-witness of devastation in the Ramgarh Taaluq, 

since authority devolved on Dalip Singh and Narain Das. 

Adverting to these circumstaces, I felt very desirous of cairying the late 
orders of the Government into effect in a manner the least liable 
to be misconstrued into official jealousy towards you or personal 
prejudice against the parties to be ejected.^" 

4 

In reality, Fraser was feeling very sore on account of .the 
public rebuke he had recieved and was unjustly accusing Clerk oi 
being prejudiced against Dalip Singh and Narain Das. 


1. Clerk to Fraser, July 24, 1834, B. N. 80. L.N. 100. 

2, Ibid. Clerk further remarked: “I beg you will do me the favour of 

perusing my correspondenoe •— with the Ramgarhias ••• satisfied as 1 am, 
that it is very far from exhibiting anything approximating either to >the 
one or the other feeling, that it oontaina neither anything disreapeotful lo my 

superior in offioe, nor unoourteous to Narain Das and Dalip Singh and 
beg you to be persuaded that if I desire to experience as much ooDBidera- 
tion.as^ I.hftve herein show to others, it is only because I ibel eonvinoed 

.that any other oo.ur^a is .^oat prejudicial to .the despatch of bUsipM and 

pabUe terrioe," . 




On July 30 1834, Clerk reiXMtcd that hostilities had brok(Mi 
out between the Mians ofHimgarh.* He could no lielp rdniarking 
that he would have carried out the ordeis of Government peaceably 
into effect, if Fraser had supported him, or if he had not counteracted 
Clerk's orders. In his view Dalip Singh’s cciiduct deserved exemplary 
punishment as human lives had been uselessly sacrificed by his 
action.^ Devi Singh’s agents complained that the servants of their 
master were being excluded frem the manrg(rr.ent of Ramgarli by 
Narain Das and Dalip fcirgh, the latter of whtm was strengtliening 
a fort.® Clerk, again writing to Fraser, e\| rcsed Ids opinion that 
Dalip Singh was not going to give up his share of the estate e)r obey 
the orders of Government because he was feeling encouraged by the 
letters, he was reccivirg ficm him (Fraser). If Dalip Singh did not 
give up his war-like preparations, Clerk, altliough retuctantly, was 
ready to employ force to coerce him.^ Meanwhile a letter was received 


1. Clerk to Fraser, July 30, 1834, B. N. 80, L.N.IO.I. 

Clerk explained their position in these words : — 

** They do, however, explain that they consid-r themselves j uetified tn this 
ref-istance by the tenor of letters of enccurapement \\bich they nllope they 
have subsequently received from you. As I am not e f prised of your hfavirg 
addrefsed them at all, I presume this is irerely given out in order to gain 
time”. He further observed that 1 e bad written once opain to D«I p Smgh who 
refused to rc prfly with its ct rt< ntf rr d ro 1 e h( d t ((n ft with to alternative 
excej t of r. c»-nir g tl e ^ min srd *1 e ( 1 pf ref i adding t hat he was awaiting 
Fraser's instruction in tbe matter. 

2. Ibid. On August 6. 1834, Fraser, replied. ‘ You have never been pro¬ 

hibited end ere new rrquepted to pursue prejer ireosurcs to bring Dalip 
Singh end Fc r* in Fes to tl(di<n€ ai d to respect ti e orders of C oveiment”, 
- B. N. 34. P. 337. 

3, Clerk to Fraser, August 2, 1834, B. N, 80, L. N. HO. 

4, CUrk to Fraser, AuguslO, X834» B. N. 80, L, bi. 117. 


from Narain Das complaining of the anxious situation in which he 
was placed by the hostilities around him.^ Clerk advised him o exert 
his infti*xnce to maintain peace between his two nephews and if his 
advice did not bear fruit, to remove himself from the scene of hostili¬ 
ties. 


In a communication addressed to Clerk, dated August 11,1834 
Fraser blamed him for the outbreak of hostilities in Ramgarh as he 
had not supplied to Dalip Singh and Narain Das the orders of 
Government in full, and had been guilty, however unitentional it might 
be, of "an intentional concealment of part of the orders of he Govern¬ 
ment to deceive them to draw them on into trouble and ruin.*’^ Had 

the orders been conveyed in full, Fraser was of view that Narain Das 
and Dalip Singh would have been convinced that Government was 

prepared to reconsider their cases and it would have prevented "dis¬ 
satisfaction and disturbance." He then took the wording of the order 
of Government of April 1834, as communicated by Clerk, and pointed 

out how the words occurring in his letter, addressed to Narain Das and 
Dalip Singh, as quoted in the petitions of Devi Singh's agents to 
Fraser, were; "all orders subsequent to the February 28, 1833, are 

cancelled_that as written in the the order of December 1831, the 

Taaluqa of Ramgarh remains to Mian Devi Singh and that ma ters re¬ 
vert to the state they were in that year and so they will remain," adding, 




1. Clerk to Fraser, August 11, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N. 1 0. 

2. Fraser to Clerk, August II, 1834, B. N. 34. L. N. 60. 


I 
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that these lines read differently 
Dalip Singh.1 


in the copy forwarded to Fraser by 


Fraser’s charge against Clerk was that he had not made it clear 
that he would hold a further investigation into their claims. He remark¬ 
ed; •‘Thus they would have been satisfied that submitting to your injunc¬ 
tions, harsh abrupt and unpleasant as they were, was an indispensable 
preliminary to obtaining their rights, they would not have been misled 
to suppose that the present order is without appeal and no resistance 

or disturbance would have occurred." 

« 

Iraser tlien took Clerks letter of July 24,- into consideration 
and wrote as follows: — 


1. Fraser to Clerk, B. N. 34, L. N. 51, August It. rs.lj. 

Fraser added that in tl © file sent by Clerk to Delhi, these linos 
might be thus translated: 

“Tdoay the orders of Govorument dated the 25th of April, I8 :g. 
are issued to this effect that all orders since the 23rd (&’ic) of February 
1834 are cancelled, tl at as it was directed in a despatch dated December 
31, 1831, the estate of Harngarh remains to Mian Devi Singh. 

Therefore, it is written that you (Dalip Singh and Narain Das) l*=‘uv 0 
the estate as it was in the past year. 

Fraser further observed: .the whole is an Imperfect interpr¬ 

etation of what has been directed by Goverment which explained properly 
would have led Narain Das and Da'.ip Singh to undeistand at once 
that their case was to undergo a final investigation by you and every 
opportunity afforded of bringing forward again their proofs in support 
of their claims. ” 

Thus there were three versions of Government’s orders—one given 
by Clerk to Narain Dos and Dalip Singh, as quoted by Devi Singh’s 
agents, the second, t he copy forwarded to Fraser by Dalip Singh and the 
third, the order written by Clerk on the file, sent to Fraser. Between 
these three versions, however, the difference was between Tweedledum 
and Tweedledee. 

2. In this letter, Clerk bad reported that be had tried to restore the affairs 
of Kamgarh as they were iiT’' 1831 but Narain Das and Dalip Singh bad refu« 
aed to vacate places allotted to them in the award of 1833. 
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*'.. I do not attribute what may have happened so mucli 

to the manner in which you addressed the parties as to their inexcus, 
able conduct, still the obvious mode of maintaining peace was a full 
explanation of the orders you had received communicated in a soothing 
and friendly manner which certainly was not done, 

♦ 

• ^ 

The consequence is that disturbance and discontent have ensued 
and you have furnished ample grounds to Dalip Singh and Naraim 
Das to ascribe an intentional concealment of part of the orders of the 
Governmentto deceive them to draw them on into trouble and ruin." 

Further, Fraser deal with the point of Clerk in which the 
latter had complained of his authority being unsupported and his 
orders being actually counteracted by the former; he remarked;— 

*‘The idea you entertain .evident from the tenor of your 

letters .arises from some source I do not think it necessary 

to trace .It would have been nevertheless easy to satisfy 

yourself of a fact before building a conclusion upon it that is the 
suppositious fact from dwelling oil which ideas you express seem 
to follow. 

« 

The communication whi»h was made to Dalip Singh and 
Narain Das from this cffice in reply to letters from [them on 
receiving your orders supplied the information you had withheld, viz. 
the instruction of Government that you should make further inquiries 
into the claims of all and pass a final decision, subject of course to 
appeal to Government. They were already informed.. l>y you that 
matters should revert to the state they were in before Devi Singh's 
claims to the whole property wefe r^ected. 

-u . 4 j 

" I certainly do take blame to ihyself that instead of ‘re|d 3 nng 
to Dalip Singh's letter directly, 1 did not address yon tb point 

. I 

out in what respect your proceedings were so wid^ of what they 

% r*' 


« 
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ought to be and also tliat I did not transmit to you copies of 
letters written to me and the replies. Tliese precautions. 

were rejected. 


I conceived also that the purport of letters I wrote would be 
communicated through the agents of the persons to whom they 
were addressed. I supposed that you would have written again to Narain 
Das and DaJip Singh, after your first haste, inviting them to come 
foiAvard with full explanation of their claims and the proof they 

possessed for making them good and I did not think it jxjssible 
almost a suspicion would enter your mind such as that of my not 
giving support to your authority necessary to carry the orders of Govern¬ 
ment into effect which it was my first duty to execute. 


I request now that you will conform to these orders as . 

taking the earliest opportunity to quiet the apprehensions of Narain 
Das and K)alip Singh assuring them that their claims, whatever 
they may be, will receive the full consideration of Government, re¬ 
porting finally on the case.'* 


Clerk invited Dalip Singh to Ambala and tried, as directed by 
Fraser, ‘*to tranquillize him to the prdspect of a further investiga¬ 
tion of his claims*”^ but he added that he was not ^\cry sanguine of 



1, Clerk to Fraser, August 17, 1834 B.N.80 L.N.127. 

It seemed that Clerk did not like the tenor of bis letter to Dalip 

Singb which be bad to write under Fraser’s direction, for he remarked: 

apprehend that my present encouraging communication may come to be 

regarded as of a more deceptions tendency, then that which though simp- 

ly appriBing them of the orders of Government restoring Devi Smgh s 

authority ... mny be regarded in that light by Dalip Singh.” 






his appeal, ss Dalip Singh could advance no new argument in support 
of the claims except the voluminous proceedings submitted with 

* 4 

Murray's report in 1827, which contained every argument thal the 

disputants could advance. He hoped that Dalip Singh would see 

the error of his way and make haste to comply with the injunctions 
of Fraser.' 


Replying to Traser s letter in detail. Clerk wrote: “You do me 
but justice in ascribing the improper measures had recourse to by 

my communication respecting 
the order of the Government than to his inexcusable conduct." 
Clerk was great'ly concerned to learn that cmmunication he had 
addressed to Narain Das and Dalip Singh, had been considered as 
“harsh abrupt and unpleasant” but he had selected words and ex- 
presions which might be least offensive and had tried his best to make 
the communication as little unpleasant as possible. The sting lay 

not in the words of the communication, as Clerk explained, but in 
the communication itself which required them to relinquish lands of 
which they had been placed in possession after many years of bitter 


controversy. Clerk 
the words. “You 
therefore, give up. 


went on to say th»t he avoided, for example, 
will, therefore, take prossession of” or “you will 
He wrote. “\ou will, therefore, have or maintain 


(Daurand) such arrangements (Bandoba st) as subsisted lakt year. Nothing 
I conceive, could have been more considerate towords those who 


were to be ejected than this form of expression. So at least I had in¬ 
tended it and as such I trusted, it wculd be gratefully felt. There 


are certainly modes of addressing native princes, the adoption of 



1. Clerk to, Fraser, August 17, 1834, B.N.80, L.N.127. 


I have refewed to Murray'# prooeelinga in a footnote aariior. 


which might have rendered my comnninica 


ion mere gratifying."i 


As to the orders of Government and his communication to Narain 
Das and Dalip Singh, and their being conveyed to tlie Jlians in an 

incomplete manner and inspiring them with a hopelessness of tl.eir 
cause, as alleged by Fraser, Clerk rightly state<l that th -y l,ad al¬ 
ready done what they could to support their claims and bring all 
the proofs in support of them. Clerk also observed that if such an 
impression had been created, it must have been neutralised by the 
letters addressed to them directly by Fraser who had mj > ned 
that they should bring every proof in support of their rights Clerk 
held that a communication of this nature at such a crisis would 
naturally promote a youngman of Dalip Singh’s temperament „ 
evince the utmost tenacity in maintaining his hold of alleged rights 
even to the degree which had given occasion to this unj.lcasant difference 
of opinion. In short, while Fraser attributed rioting and bloodshed to 
the harsh tone of Clerk’s communication. Clerk contended that Fraser’s 
letters to the Mians were the cause of the outbreak. The latter tena¬ 
ciously maintained that his procedure had been most conciliatory' 
Narain Das and Dalip Singh suspected that their agents might not 

meet a very favourable reception at the hands of Clerk it is true 
but otherwise, their intercourse had been on a most friendly footing ^ 


4 

1. Clerk to Frasrer, Auguest 17, W4, B N. 80 L N. 127 

But Clerk remarked; -I would willingly have been more complimentary 
but any alteration on this occasion of a form of addresa which has now 
for twenty y^ars of mefre been the practice of this office towards the Mians 

of Ramgarh, would have caused more trouble and perplexity hereafter 
to the local agents, than the use of this cu.-tomary lancuage occasioned surprise 
or regret to Dalip Singh 

2. Clerk to Fraser, August 17, 1831, B. N. 80, L-N. 127. 

Clerk in this conneotion remarked: “Narain Dns and Dalip Singh 
had known me through their agents and emissaries at Delhi d img the 

brief time I waa employed in that office and they very justly apprehend* 

ed that those agents might not meet a very favourable reception from 
me at Ambala. But as reepecta themselves, our intercourse has ever been 
on the most friendly footing.** 



[ 80 ] 


Moreover, Cierk had sent an Amin from his office who was instra^ted 
to take possession of the places lately occupied by Dalip 3flngh s ret^ 
ainers it'd then make the transfer himself to the ministers of Devi 
Singh. Ail this was done because of consideration for the feelings of 
Narain Das and Dalip Singh, Clerk then remarked: “I disclaim en 
tirely the disposition which you ascribe to me of mis-construing the 
measures laken by you on this and other occasions into a desire on your 
part to counteract the authority of the Local Officer in subordination to 
you. I have never yet had reason to suppose it was your intention or 
you wish to do so. Had it been, I am sure, I might have confidently 
looked to your candour for an open declaration of such intention. But 
I ought not to conceal from you my conviciion that the very effect 
which you least desire is in fact produced by a system which I shall 
presume so far as to term a too indiscriminate reception of petitions." 
He then appealed to his good sense not to encourage such petitions which 
insinuated all sort of foolish charges. Encouraging too many petitions, 
argued Clerk, was a bad practice as it tended ''to strike at the root 
of every effective measuje for the due management of so complicated a 
charge as thajt of the Protected Sikh States."^ Of course, he was not 
opposed to fair and open appeals and he would never regret t*hat any 
decisians of his were subject to the test of his (Fraser’s) long experiunce 

of Sikh affairs. 


Fraser, writing on August 15, and September 2 I8S4, informed 
Clerk that Dalip Singh had been required to relinquish every part of 
the state hat he had been occupying on pain of being treated as a 
rebel "opposing Government by force.”* This improved the state of 
affairs at Ramgarh as all hostilities ceased and Dalip Singh pre¬ 
pared to hand over all the places, he once occupied, to Devi Singh.» 


1, Clerk to Fraser, August 17 1834, B,)f.80, L.N.127. 

2, Praser to Clerk, B.N.34, IjL.N. 62 and 64. ^ 

8. Clerk to Fraser, August 22, 1834, B. N. 80. L. N- 141. Dalip Singh left 
for Delhi to eee Fraeer. 


clerk, writing again on Aiigust 30'. 1834; inqviired of Fraser if the 
investigation reqoiring the rcBtoration of Devi Singh's authority should 
follow the execution of the orders of Government or tliat it should proceed 


without any refcreiice to the e orders, as was intended by D lip Singh.* 
In reply to the complaint of Dalip Sfngh that Clerk was not willing to 

receive any papers from him, the latter reriiarked that he was not pre¬ 
pared to hold any communication with him so long as he continued in a 


slate of open resistance to Government and continued to behave as a 
rebel.* The fact that Fraser had asked him to continue holding inter- 
course with Dalip Singh and that he himself was addressing letters to him 
relieved Clerk of the responsibility and apprehension which he was feeling. 
Clerk reported that Dalip Singh was still occupying KhatouU ami 
Kandkeh.® In the former place be had pub eighty armed men and at iha 
latter place’he had built a fort and placed a garrison in it. Narain Das, 
who was with Clerk, reported that Dilip Singh li-id tried o capture tlio 
fort at Kbatouli, which w'jis in the possession of Narain Das. It wai^ 
then that Fraser wrote a letter dated Sf'pbember 2, 1834, that Daiip Singh 
should at once vacate the territory that he was occupying.^ 


1 , CleiU to Frf'Ser,' H. N. BO. 1.. X. 

« 

2. Clerk obForie*! ; “ Voiir present injvinetions o*^oours<^ rcnovjMl the 

scruples 1 bat 1 cntertninwi on {ho sc ire of responsib»lity while liio roceptun 
of Dalip S-iigh's nfhlreescs hy you, indicating that the offonsivo positi 'H 
he had assumed docs not, in your ofinion, warrant any interruption cf 
ordinary correspondon:©. must gradually relieve the opprofionsiori and anxiety 
for the future, with which I was previously disposed to view any iiieasuro 
in respect to him that I should fad to mark Ids contumacy. " 

3. Clerk to Fraser,'August 30, 1834, B.K.SO, LN US. 

4 . 'Fraser to Clerk,' B. N. 34» L. N. 

On November 1834, Fraser directed Clerk to int mate to Narain Das 
that ** any ooromunicatibns he may wisli to make must be through the 
preper channel of the Aznbala Office. *, B. N. 34, L, N, <5. 


.j, -'i '?y. W, /ffr, 

of fhe Acra Governinenti,in ajetler to.the address of Metcalfe^, in 1835. 
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j; *;.; ‘j.'.iil ‘I '■* iJ' Hiiit.|n*j ijcin hi );(i'Ti »■/(»>) of ■-<,■):!••’ n-^to to *^fi‘ s, 
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ii'iM ■'ll '-•I'.'j Hi\t/ jl>-firi.-l ori tij.ii briu <\\\}.(\' lin'ff 

i 2 j I haV^e briiitted" ^ of' Yette^s^ ejdihfe'^ged^hin^lfweein'^ Cl^k’ 

..il: doribgil89^6^38: ralatm^ ^t^''jB)rflng^phrj esfie; •irirorden'itd ^xteserK^e thb> clarity 

,>, ([ nanativ^ti ^rguii)©.?^ J 

e^fed .himself yerj^, |sm^pl|^tic.Uy^ ag^«._,th^ partition, 

The Lieutonaut-Goveriior, N W. Provinces, of the opinion that i 

<1.'^' 7i ..r-!';. V’ no.v.-.^^.i.; -.I,- rn>..'i ■'.■■iisf J'l -t 

provision in land m ght be given to Dalip Sin^h, although he would hav< 

Wo^ Uctnon^r^Odg^ the cTuperitir auifionty 6f' "el’dor b'riithb^.' ■ ^ 
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The letters are os follows : — 
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Metcalfe to Clerk, 
Metcalfe to Clerk, 
Clerk to Metcalfe. 

Metca’fe to Clerk, 
Metcalfe to Clerk, 

Scott to Metcalfe, 

’••j I • »-;* •. 

. Metcalfe to Clerk, 

.1 J‘lM - -1 •/ .1 t • 

, . ^ Scott to M^celfe, . 

• Offg. Secretly, Agr^ 

■ » X Govt*. t.OiMetcalfef n. 

keicalfel"- 

• ’ I * . ( . J ' 

Metcalfe to Clerk, 

Secretary Agra QovI?. 
to Metcalfe, 
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Metcalfe to Clerk* November ^ 29 ' 1837/ B. 1^. 37, li. Nl 

a 

i=,.M n9*P^I^ » December .. 4; 1837, B, IJI. 83. L. N,^ 61. 

■^•ii ii-Metdalfolo Glerh, >^in< January / v ..f. 3, 1838, ly. N.,,j il.. ji, ^ 

Hamilton th'M^alfe,'^ehember ’'^io;-1837; B.' N. ^ ‘d j^i n .* j 
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• j » ^ ^ ' f 

amicably. The 6nnl orJere of the Lieutenant-(iovernor « 

( , • ' .,uere as 


follows 

»;• I H ' »i I I ' *1 ■ . : 
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.,(a) Narnin Pas was to continue to en>oy <Iuring,hifl life-time ' th’o 
^ , half of the revenues, assigned to him by Alaldeo Singh ; ' 

■'"(/>■) Devi Sink*! was to be the Chief and was to exercise over the 
followers of Narain Pas and Dalip Hln^h the authority of a Chief 

(c) Palip Singh was to get tne luaiarenancQ of R^. ;>000 a year i 

the lauded property ; this allowance was to be increased to 
■1 .! ijRs. 3000 a year, later on ; and ’ . 


.1 


• • • 1 


(d) Oti the death of NWin Dus, should nny dispute' arise,' the 
^ ^ I question of the -naintenanoe of his ehiWre.. vras to be taken’up.'^, 
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(2) PARTITION DISPUTES RELATING TO KUNJPURA 


_ l , In the Pathan Mtate of Kunjpura. there were three dispute's about 

partition, all closely intor-linked.two endangering the Chief iiip and 

.the third relating to the maintenance oif the younger sons of Nawah 
GUjlsher ^han.^ The Nawab had died leaving behind five sons...i. Ral, mat 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk. S. pteijiber 12. 1838, B. N. 38. L. -N. 09 

^ .1 

These orders had already been piMsed in March 183G by (he I:<ientenont 
—Governor, N. W. Provinces ( B. N. 36, P. 106 ). Thus there wtis to bo no 
change. In 1846, thore is agaiii a reference tb Rairngarli. Although Devi 
Singh had been, confirmed as the Chiob Narain Das waaited to .get these 
orders yanceljed, despite the custom of tbe family wliich, did uot admit 
, of such , a division of the territory. According to the then Assistant Agent 
at Ambala disputes in Ramgarh were between: Devi Sm^h and Karain 
Das, Devi Singh and Dalip Singh, Dovi smgh and Dalip Singh'h mother. 
,.i, .IJarain, Das and his son Gopal i^ingh., on account of Jai Singh the latt^'e 

• son. In i fact when Narein Dae died in April. 1845, the Assistant .Agent. 
it;l. -i Ja , order to avoid bjood-sbed at Ramgarh ^bought it prudent to deta n 
Gopal Singh, Jai Singh and Devi Singh who (happened to be present at 
Ambala, B. N. 46, LL. N<. 29 and 65, March 17 and April 27, 1845. 




1 


.Khan and .Ghulam Mohy-u4-din Khan from one Gh'ilam Baanl 

Khar, qhulam,Mohammad Khan, and AH Khap froqa the secnml. 

The first being ,the eldest, became the Chief or as he was styled the iRaia 

of Kunjpura, Nawab Rahmat Khan died in 1832 leaving four sons. 

Bahadur Jang Khan, who became the Rais, Ghulam AH Khan 
Shi^hbaz ^han and Jan ^az Khan. Bihadur Jang Khan died m 
^823 without heirs anj therefore his ypunger brother, GhuUp AH Khan* 
was recognized as the Rais of K.injpura by Goverpiijient,-* 

V I • r . . '; ^ ' r * 

« 

(^) Relating 19 th$ division of Chief ship.' 

Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan, the secoiij spr> of J^^awab Gnlshcr 

I. I , I i.i> .N * 

Khon remained a source of trouble to the Kimjpura ruling house all his 
life. Ke had been awarded one-third q the entire princioality of 
Kunjpura in iJill, by an award of the arbitrators®......the fort and town 

of Indri and the village of Biana.1 The arbitrators had been appointetl 
by C. Metcalfe. About the awards Cleili says It does not appear 

what motives had led the afbitrotors.to allot to the second son, 

« « . 

l^ohy-ud-din, of one-third of tl^e principality. But no one denies that 
such a portion was vast deal more than reason or justice or by ihe 

usage of the family, he was entitled to..Ochterlony also ndmit-ed 

that the award was moat unjust apdi tli,at Mohy-ud;-d}in got more than 


1. B. N. 36, h. N. rn.— and P. 325 from the replies of the Rnis to the 
queries put by Political. Agent, Ambala. 

4 

2. Ibid, Clerk to Metcalfe^ Qctober 23, 1S35, B, N. 81, L, N-, 121' 

3. Clerk to Fraser, December 14, 1831, B. N. 78, I* N, 8^ 

1 . • 

Clerk to Metcalfe, December 19, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N, 173< 

The arbitrators were Nawab Nijob(^t All Khan. anJ^Fai* Talab.- 

Khan. ' 

4 . B. N. 36. P.226.—When the claim of Sh^h ,Bm Khan,, »he y lunger, brother 

' of Raia Ghulam All Khan, woa in dispute, queries were addroaaod to the 
Nawab who sent his replies ( P. 223-232 ) and aU,o to Ghulam Mohy-ud-din 
Khan who sent his ( P. 223—239 ). 

6. Clerk to Fraser, December 14, 1832, B..No^78» Lfc,N.;83. 

> 

• i 


/ 






■ his Tight and that such a portion was agafn^t the Mohammadau Law and 
Op ,osed to the 'usages of the Kunj|uira fmoily.^ 

This arrangement, so unfair .o the ruler ofKi.nipiira, lasted 
•only dilring the life time of Ghulani Mohy-ud-din Kluin, He was 
-BiicoeBded by his s6h. Muhammad Yar Khan at his death on Januarv 
2*. 1841.* Clerk discussed the whole (piestion very thoroughly once 
again and wrote that he hid been earnestly trying to effect anamicahle 
adjustment between the advisers of the child of the deceased and the 
■Chief of Kuhipura”. Me was definitely of the view that Ohulam 
Mohy-ud-din ’Khan h .d been j^iven a mere provision, though a veTv 
lliberal one, which was -entirely for the purpose of provi,line”him with 
a proper maintena'ncc and not intended to have the appearand even of 




I. B. N. 30^ P. 2i6. 

Also see Griffin s ** Chiefs and Families of Mote in ttie Pua l ih ” 
Volum I. P. 18—19, 

Edwards to Clerk, May 17. 1841. B. N. 128, L. N. 83. 

Cietk replied on May 23, 1941. observing that he had tried to avert 
litigation between Yar Muhammail and the Kais of Kunjpnra. His objert 
was to remove the cause ot the ancient animosity prevailing between 
his father and th6 Chief of Kunjpura. He added: “My advice to the agents 
of the deceased has been to abandon a portion oj his extra-ordinary 
provision atid to th^ Chief to consent freely to maintain aiiU out of res¬ 
pect to the character of the deceased the amount of his child's provision 
on a scale superior to that of the otbsr branches of the family”. B. N. 

83, L. N. 173. 

S, Edwards, the Assistant Secretary at Agra, wrote to Clerk that Muhamma«l 
Yar Khan wanted to receive “ som^ mark of recognition from the 

I 

British Government as his father did in his life He added “ As 
Ghulam Mobyuddin Khan was in possession of one-third of Kunjpura. 
his demise would appear to be an event cf sufficient importance. 

y 

No intimation cf the event has, however, as yet been received from you. 

and you are requested to furnish the usual report giving your opinion as to 

whether the wish of the present incumbent.should bo complied with or 

otherwise*'. 
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I. Clorfc to 'Tfiortiasort, Jtily 21,1841,- B. jST. 162, L. IT. tff. 

According to Clerk, this had be«n the'cause of much ilT-wifl between the* 
two branches of the KuR-jpnfa family ; he pointed out to- Thonyvsott that Mohy- 
iid-din and his brother Nawab Rahraut Khan had quarrelled and bo- arbitratio» 
had to be arranged. In regard to the opinion that the ahare of Ghulam Mohy- 
ud-din was a provision, Clerk quoted the opinion of FAser .bnt bfe tfdded : 
.„.both my pre^e(^s 3 or .Captam Murray.. and mysflf have^ seen and felt 
' that, that IVtohy-ud-din considered he hai obtained a share of the princi¬ 
pality and hence this office ha* ever since born frequently engaged in 
investigating >'OT Iprercntulg the . .-ihischievoub ccneequence^ r .ofi i bis constant 
endeavours and occasional claims to assume a share also of the authority 

.. of the bhiei. ;Ti>e3; chnseii^^c^' it h, ^ 

' " effeitualiv' to' ofevi'ate7 it requites mor» eonatanl v.gi ance^than can be 

- ’- bUht to Wraod as iu, this, ea^, «>e au^ 

' “a-bitious and his, oppocent..,.:.as b™,, baa 

,„pi:oye4 ,to lm,.‘a man of.very mean a,bilitms, the, diffieulty^, of presetTing 

C^^iof’s rights from, enc^pwcl'ment.^is much pnf)*fqpo«^ uj 

^ flibC'ourt of 0itect;'br8’‘’klk6 deolafed'^that; ahulWtlf'->R>h3^<Wid*b share 

was “not a share of the estate but a mere aBsignmorrt" tor-feis^euTE^or** *’• 


n n (.-SdN,-. 24 .p_./ ,4^, -/-ij ' icifx'j .U 

2i Clerk to Thofnascm, Jttly 21j 1841 , B, N. 162, L. N. lo, • u 

, ; Tfii -M . -.jil r ii! fv Vili -ii-iljj;: »'ii t.'i . ;nenui-^V(. 1 del fiH 

i. iioiu;-/! vbry ’Wiort at^edhtatfoo ^Withtheui that 

’ ikA'aWsion’bf’‘the atbitr^^^ iti* 1811'fwM‘*W» uiifortmiafcboorie did 

***'^"tiot”libWdvet ttppeaJr tb be'.ja'ea8e‘''foT- ireeoiisideratiob dumo&jittoanliWlnie of 

lo qeflft u! wooldi'afford ji;‘f4ti':poofleiOtt. for 

_»ai«1j4 ofimif €\ftk rMluofciOll of ifeB* *JO 
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^ gj,()d mM^Jle^jqoinrsojft i!je5.o ,<wseB,, jf g,^ 

^iMDtain.'ftiw. petXy Chit* rigj.ta, wtioU ^' 

the appeaJe'ofljHcUiiger .-hirDtliers to Hn ^ ^P»ijoyi„g^ 

listen.d to, beyond the point of securing to tl "'’''er be 

tbp^ fantiiy sanctions s.r'sblllii ^'"• 

i ^ be to citoose the' lowest tT 

“/.feChinfship upheld and the Ohiefship should T' " 

.«e(« ^h.«« ,(JO,;, be, made, subaerciont 'to the purpoles of tlL ' 

r, f I ^*‘0 paranjoiiiil 

tin// irj't-. ‘.lit - 

f|('// ')vij ;iiiiunt.l-, ),; 
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;"“■* fbe^^We, "he' recom'nif^ded’(shevWd - thp \i 

»gree with hiS Vie*#) th^t'7 weHs and thfe v^I|a>rea< «■ 

V., K„.„ .„«e.„.'r 

din’s Jagir was to revert to the Chicfship of Kunjpura. 

Thomason, after acknowledgine the letter of Clerk, conveved the 
tjrders t>t the Lieutenant-Governor, as follows* — 


, l.J-t.nn 1 , Jr.: , , , 

• .the eh.ld in question has no greater claim to „ share 

of the patrimony than any other cadet of the family. His Honour 
. oonears ,witb you in oonsidering that a portion of the land vou propose 
^■«ki^ihg^ hiin will be a suitable provision - for his maintenance while 

‘be Cbiefship This award Was also 

- J • • J ' 1.1 ’ .J J ' ■ ' _ . 
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*• .Ifbomwon to Clerk, August 4. 1841, B. N. 128, L. M. 129. 

4-Wg^t 20, 1,84L Tbomwon once agai^ wrote to Clerk that be should 

inform yarj^u)aamm^ Khan that tb© lAeutenant-Governoif'^saw no reason 

* ' ^ >1*^ 

to depart from the decision already passed on bis case. (B. N. '128, L. N. H4). 
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approved bv the Court. x.t Directprs.* In this way Clerk was abl^ to - 

rectify the mistake made in the assignment, 

pura estate to a younger brother, Ghjilam Jilohyu ***• 

la (he days, of Clerk„pne more attempt, was made to dismember . 
the Chiefship. The reigning Nawab. Ghulam 

younger brothers. Shah Baz Khan and K^an 

Lan. following the example of his uncle Ghulam Mobyudd.n Khan . 

preferred ,a claim to an equal, share of the, estate wtth h(S eld«. ■ 

brother.2 The Rais propo8,ed to assign to the claimant five w 

of land besides some monetary help and incited, him to live-with him 

The Rais had pointed ,to Clerk, that he him,8elf. m the, hfe-time of . 

a 


1. In 1843, Tliomasonjorwarded an extract of Para 60 from the Court of Director a . 
report Ko. 30. dated December 30. 1842. whi<;h wa^.to the following effect;— 


2 . 


4 4 


The provision in land enjoyed by Qhulam Mohyuddin IChaii .vas not 
a share of the. estate but a mere assigomeat for his support, as he himself 
strenuously maintained when he had a. purpose to serve, by doing so. The 
assignment appears to have been disproportionately large and, his son bad no 
claim to the the, continuance of the full amount We agree with the Lieute- . 
nant-Governor that tl^o provision (in land) proposed by Mr, Cleik in his letter 
dated July 21, 1841. being rather more than half that of Mohyuddin, w as 
much as with reference to the revenaea of the Kunjpura estate and the 
number of peranna entitled to support from those revenues could with 
propriety be assigned to the present claimant’* B. N. 132, L. 24, February 

26, 1843. 

According to Griffin. Shah Baz Khan laid claim to one-third of the estate 
(Punjab Chief, Volume 1, P.19 ). But Clerk says .in the letter that ho 
claimed an equal share; later on, it seems, he reduced his demand. 


Clerk to Fraser, August 22, 1834, B, N. 80, L. N, 139, 
Metcalfe to Clerk, July 23, 1834, B, N, 36, L. N.61. 


' . V 


Metcalfe to Clerk, August 3, 1838, B. N. 36, L, N. 66. 


f- 
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bis olflfir brother, Riis H.ih'.iar J 11 ;^ Kban, hi l b^en given five wells 

for a provision, and the Rais believed tliat that should be the pro^'ision 
ofn younger brother^ Clerk advised Shah I3az Khan to accept the 
«)tter of his elder brother. But he persisted in claiming at least onc- 
Ihird of the Estate if not more and so had to be informed by the 
Political Agent that he had no authority for making such a partition. 
He remarked to Fraser "If the Kiinjpura lands are regarded as 
private property, no time should be lost in subjecting this inheritance 
to the rules of the Shariat. But if it be deemed e.xpedient to main¬ 
tain the Chiefship and the Chief in respectability and authority, the 
provision for his brother should be left in a measure to his discretion " 

Shah Baz Khan again presented a petition two years later in 
December, 1836,3 gave the instance of his uncle Mohy-ud-din 

Khun. But Mohy-ud-din was the only full brother of Nawab Rabmat 
Klian while Shah Baz Khan had one more younger brother Jan Baz 
Khan, Shah Baz Khan also cited the case of Karam Sher Khan 
whose estate was equally divided between his two sons Ghulam 
Nabi Khan and Nizam Ali Khan. But Clerk’s contention was that 
Karam Sher Khan was not the Chief of a principality and that it w.is 
an equal partition of an estate. The reply, so cogent and clear, which 
Metcalfe gave, was as follows 



1. Ghulam Mohy-ud-din desired that Shah Bar Khan and Jan Ba* Khaa ehouM 
be given a share of the estate (B 36, p. 237). The Bais wae of the opinion- 

that the younger brothers had no claim to a division of the estate, as would 
mean a diminution in the importance of the Chiefjhip. |p. 230.) 

2 Clerk to Fraser, Aug-ist 22. 183v, B. N. 80, L K 139 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, December, 19, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N, 173. 

In this letter also, Cierk says that Shah Baz Khan claimed to obtaina 
moiety (t.e. one half) or one-third of Kunjpura. 


4. Metcalfe to Clerk, December 12, 183C, B. N. 30. L. N. 100, 
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*' I.(i...apprize you that in the opinion of the Honoufable thfi 
Lieutenant-Governor, N. W. Provinces, Kunjpura must be regarded as^ a 
principality and that the younger branches must depend upon the elder 
for-support, the amount of their provision being regulated by the custorh 
of the family ; you are requested to make the necessary communication * 
to the parties concerned," In the face of these instructions, the claim 
of Shah Baz Khan was disallowed and he was granted the provision 
already proposed by his elder brother. In 1840, he again appealed 
against the award but the Governor of Agra refused to make any change 
in it.i Clerk and Government thus tried to preserve the Chiefship 
of Kunjpura entire and grant to the younger sons only a bare main¬ 
tenance.the principle applied to Patiala, Nabha and Jind. 

(B) Relating to maintenance, ' 

' I f ^ 

As said earlier,. Nawab Gulslier Khan, the father of Rahniat 

Khan and Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan, had left three younger sons. 

Ghulam Rasul Khan, Ghulam Muhammad Khan and Sher Ali Khan- 
In 1821, Birch allotted for their provision Rs. 240 > a year..,.,.Rs. 1000, 
two-thirds of the allowance, lo be paid by the then Rais Rahmat 
Khan and Rs. 800 One-third ,to contributed by Mohy-ud-din, 



h Metcalfe to Clerk, June 18, 1840. B. N. VZQ, L. N, 119. 

In 1840, Shahbaz Khan presented a petition to Governor Agra who 
referred it to Metcalfe at Delhi. The latter observed : “I consider that the 
amount of provision made by the Chief of Kunjpura for hie younger brother 
to be sufficiently liberal and that any further interference on our part will lead 
to much confusion and tend to prolong the bad feeling exieting betw en the 
brothers. Shahbaz Khan is encouraged in his opposition to'his elder brother 
by the uncle Ghulom Mohy-ud-din Khan and so long as he evinces his pre¬ 
sent hostility to the Chief, he cannot expect to be more favourably considered 
(Metcalfe to Thomason, June I, 1840. B. N. 126, p. 274). Thomason replied r 

.^ directed to inform you that the Lieutenant-Governor concurs in 

the new of the case taken by you and sees no reason for interfering in 4ha 
matter**. 

* * * r I 

Thomawm to Motoolfe, June U, 1S40. B-N. 126^ p. 275v i 






acronlipp to tlie proporfion of the estate, both tlie elder brottiers were 
holding. WTien l\rohy-nd-din's rase was arbitrated, as Clerk pointed out 
Metcalfe was not aware of the c.vistence of these three brothers. However 
when they ^rew tip, tliey appealed to Ochterlonv who was of 
opinion that the two elder brothers-Pahniat Khan and Ghulam Mohv-inl- 

din Khan ought to support their three younger brothers in the 
proportion given aboved 

Strangely enough Mohy-ud-din Khan refused to pay his share 
of the allowance.^ He went to Delhi and there pleaded to be e.xcmptod 


J. rierk fo l-rnFer, I)«orrT.ber 14 . 1832, B. N. 78, L. N, 82. 

t leik : ' Tliis mode of providing for ttio then younger broth'rs 

JB stnfe<t by Sir David Oohtertony in the full convic ion that Mohy-ud-dul 

ett»ine<l more than bis right and.(hat the arbitration went dehboratolv 

to divide the entire principality, as left by Gulsher Khan between his two 

elder sons, without at all adverting to the existence of the three you igers . 

Also see. B. N ?1, L. N. 131. 

2. Po<8 to Swinton. February 25, 1822 B. N. 70. L. N. 101, 

A Robs to Captain Rose. Novembers, 1822, B. N. 22. L. N |49 
Vniscr to Roes, December 29, 1822, B. N. 22. L. N. I 64 . 

First Aeeielont Delhi Residency to Murray. April 13, 1826 B N 9a 
L N. '0. ’ ' 


Ghulom RbbuI Klmn nUo clainned arrears of allowance (B. N. 2" 
1*L 23)« 


R'SS wrote to Middleton that in the event 

Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan to hrar any expense of 

brothers, he would proceed to sequester his share in 
70, L. N. 133). 


of the refusal of Nawab 
muintainirg his younger 
the principality. (B. N. 


0.1 July 2, 18J2. Ro«s »g.in reported to the Resid.nt that Glu.l .m 
Mohy-ud.din Khan had refused to pay his share of contribution to his brother 

and also commented rn the conduct of Fraser, an officer of Delhi ResMcocy, 

m interfering in the case and receiving representations from the Kawab (B n’ 
70, L N. 174). ' ■ 

Also see B N. 25, LL. N. 65, and 96, April 2, and May, 10, 1825. 



from such contribution, contending that his share of one-third of tho 
esta -e was merely a provision.^ Accordingly in 1823, the ^award was 
modified. The allowance was reduced from Rs. 2400 to Rs« 1500 and 
was henceforth to be paid by the Rais and his successors only^ while 
Mohy-ud-din Was to contribute nothing.^ But even this was not paid 

till 1824 when Bahadur Jang Khan, the then Rais, was threatened with 
an attachment of his estate by' Government.® It was oixly then he paid 
the allowance and cleared all the arrears,^ 

. * Nawab Gulsher, Khan had given five wells of land which Ghul^m 
Rasul Khan claimed as his exclusive possession to the prejudice of his 
two younger brothers.^ The grant was said to have been made by 
Gulsher Khan for the life of Ghulam Rasul and so the former could 
have resumed or modified it.® The grant was renewed by Nawab 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe. December 19, 1836. B. M. S2, I*. N. 173. 

Fraeer wrote a letter on behalf of GhuUm Mohy-ut-dia K^an urging 

•' j f *• f 

roodifioation of the previons order v B. N. L. N. 76 ) Oohlerlony pro¬ 
tested against hia interference in tbe diepute ( B. N. 22, b Sl-A ) . 

Also see, B. N. 23, L. N. 37. , 

2 Clerk to Fraser. December Ik, 1832, B. N. 78, L* N. 82 

3 Ibid, Murray had been asked to speuk to the Nawab of Kunjpura to pay 

the fllK.trance oi the brothers more regularly. 

B. N. 26. L. N. 198, September 2.J, 1826. h ; 

B. N, 27, L. N. 226, IJeptember 12, 1327. 

4. Murray to Elliott. May 30, 1825, B. N. 72, L. N. 756. 

6. BN. 78, L. N. 82. According 'o Ohulam AU Khan, Nawab Gulsher lOian 

had allotted the five wells for the support of his family. The Hals'further' 

observed; ** If it had been his intenti-n, therefore, to gi e 'this land to 

« 

Ghulam Baeul Khan, ho would surely huve given a su tabid provision 
to the two younger sons. For fifteen years, 'the land was enjoyed iu 

4 

common by the three brothers '*• He further stated that those wells had 
been taken by Nawab Rahmat Khan« but restcred by Bahadur Jang 
Khan; Ghulam Muhammad Khan, one of the three brothere, was on bad 

I . 

^ terms with the other two and eo they bed refused to give him hie 
(ihBTO. ( B. N. 36, p. 2i9), ' .. 

* ii . • 

Ghulam Mohy-ud-dIn Khan contended that the five wells been 

given to Ghulam Raeul Khan only by his father. ( Ibid, p. 237 ), 

% 

Fraser to Clerk, December 28, I8M, B. N, 32, L, N. 132. 




iiahmat Khan and Nawab H.iliadnr Jang Khan, the c'hiet.s of Kuiijpur.'i 
wlio followed Gulsher Khan. Giiulani Rasul Khan himself acknowledged 
the right of those Chiefs to renew the grant ; following this rule, urged 

Fraser, tht present Nawab Glnilam All Khan had the vn^dit to resume 

tlie grunt or continue itd He added ; It consists of lan-l forming part 
the hereditary estate of the Chief and 1 do not sec how any one Chit t 
can alienate it or grant it for a longer period than his life.”^ 

1 he whole case was brought up before Clerk in \S:\2. (dnilarn • 
Rasul himself came to Ambahr. his two younger brothers were also asked 
tocomo^ Then the English Agent jJToceeded to tlie examination of the 
documentary evidence, produced by both the parties ; Ghulam Rasul i 
Khan submitted copies of two documents, showing that five wells ol 
land were his " undividedproperty ” ; the documents had been executed 
by his father Gulsher Khan and his eldest brother, Rais Kahrnat Khan ; 
the two younger brothers of Ghulam Rasul presented another doi.uincnt, 
signed by Rais Bahadur Jang Khan, their ne| liew and the eldest son ol 

Kahniat Khan, which proved that the income from wells.Ks 50u a 

year, and the allowance of Ks. 1500 per annum, were to be equali\ divid¬ 
ed among Ghulam Rasul and his two brothers. Howex ei . tiie (onlen- 
lion of GJiuIam Rasul Khan was accepted by Clerk and Fraser, the 
Nawab being directed to pay him all arrears and make over the ian(i in 
que-stion.* The two younger brothers of Ghulam Rasul denied the 


1 . 

2 . 

S. 

4 , 


Fr.tsfr to Clerk, December 'lH, IH32, B. N. :S'2. L. N. i:i2. 

He 1 ;h< 1 become tbe Nowab after tbo liealti oi Iua 
D»« hadur Jang Khan ( B. N. 28. I., X. 2I:» ». 

B. N. 32, L. N- *32. and p. 472-A — 


{*. 4 72-A aoil 

oUier brollti-yT 


Clerk to Fraaep. December U. 18 >2, B. N. 78, D. N. 82. i 

' i 

Jbid^ and Fraser Vo Clerk, December 18, IW2. B. N. 32, L. N l3:k " 


Clerk tK*is explained the decision ho had arrived at ; “ It was 
consideration that less weiglit wos due, sttpposing tKent all to be autbeulie, 
to the more recent instrument appearing to h.iva been executed by 

last Rais than the documents purporting to have been the deeds of his two 
.. predecessors which rather inolined me to form an opinion favour.tblo to the 
claims of Ghulam Rasul Khan. 
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authenticity of their brother's documents and ^odaced the onginAf 
receipts in the name of all the three brothers, for arrears of money- 
provision received from the Rais as well as for the revenues of the five 
wells. But Clerk declared that all the documentary evidence was of a 
most conflicting nature and hence of no value, with the exception of 

receipts of revenue from the five wells by the three brothers. So Clerk 
finding himself in a fix desired both the parties to abide by the deciaon 
of the Rais, whatever that might be.^ 

Kraser suggested a good solution- Five wells were to be given 
to Ghulam Rasul Khan, but his share in the Cash pension was to be pro¬ 
portionately reduced. As the income from the wells was five hunered 
rupees and the cash pension fifteen hundred rup>ees, the total amounted 

to two thousand rupees. If it were divided equally, between three 
brothers, each would get Rs. 666/10/8. Thus Ghulam Rasul, who had 
been given five wells worth five hundred rupees, was to get only 
Rs. 166/10/8, from the allowance granted by the Rais, so that his total 
income would not exceed the share of his two brothers-® Accordingly, 
Clerk wrote to Nawab Ghulam AH Khan requesting him to put Ghulam 
Rasul Khan in possession of the lands in question and to account 
to him for all the arrears of their revenues.® Tlie two younger brothers, 
Ghulam Muhammad Khan and Sher AH Khan, were informed of the 
mode of division, proposed by Fraser, which gave equal maintenance tc> 
all the tjiree. 





1. cbfk to Frneor, Decf*mber 14. 1833, B. N. 78, L N 82. 

2. Fraser* to Clerk, December 28,1831,3. N. 3 L N. I.T2. aafaDo B. X 

p. 229- Frfleer BUggested this 9>lutioD in bis letter to QhuUm All .Khan 

Kunjpuru. 

. -i* . » 

a. Clerk to Fraser, January 21. 1S33, B. N 79, L. N. I. 

-i 

Ghulam Kaeul Khan was in debt and hd was asked to assign a osrtain 
portion of his allowance to Ws-clnditors. B, N, fiO, L. N, 90. ^ 



f3) partition DlSPOTE/i RELATING TO MALERROTlA 


There 'w’^re three important di^puteH, ndatinj^ to tlie estates in 

Maierkotla—the first two showed the sWperiontv of the claims of the 
hrotlieTs over thuse of tlie widows, while the third is in a vlass l)\' 
itself. 


<a) The first dispute occurred between Sahib Jan, the widow ui 
I'aiz Ullah Khan and his brother, Faiz Talab Khand These two 
brothers were possessed of an estate yietdinj; about Ks, 5 ‘0 i aniuialh . 
5>ahib Jan claimed the esta'e of her dead husband. Clerk recommended 
that the claims of Faiz Talab Klian should be considered favourably ami 
cited a similar case in the family (of September 1830) in which Murrav 
had CQUsidered the claims of the surviving brotlier superior to those ol 
tlie widow,* Fraser replied that the estate should be disjiosed of in 
conformity with the Mohammadan LaNv> unless there was any familv 
iisagp? to the contrary.* 

Clerk wrote again : I observed that the Pallians of Malerkotla 

have on several occasions of submitting their difterences to tlie 
mediation of the Supreme Government protested agaiiist fUc diuates of 
Mohammadan Laws of inheritance. The records of the t ases tha. have 
been brought before the British Government by tlie Pathans of Maler¬ 
kotla show that the supreme Government and the local autliorities 
have frequently admitted the plea Wnich tlie Patiians liave (Tfered 
against being subjected to decisions founded on the rules of tlu' 

Sh arrah,”* 


1. Clerk to Ftaser, March 1», 1832, B. 78, L. N. 15. See a'aoOriflm (T}je 
Punjab Chiefs> Volume II* p. 529). 

Theaetwo were the sons of Fateh Khan, the soa of Nawah Bliikan Khan 
and thus cousins of the ruler of Malerkotla, Nawab Amir Ali Klmrt. 

2. Clerk t-o Frasdr* March 15, 1632, B. N. 78, L N. 15, also 
Clerk to Metcalfe, January I1837, B. K. 83, L. K. 3. 

3. Froeorto Clerk, June 14, 1832, B. N 32, L. N. 40. 

Fraser also forwarded a copy of his letter to Government (B. K. 32. 
p. 143>44}, and the reply be had received, (p. 145-46). 

4 . Clerk to Fraser, July 30, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 46 
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__ -i 'rt 'Ki * - i •' ■ ♦ 

Clerk quoted the case of the inheritance of Nur-un-Nissa, the 

Midow of Mohammad AH Khan who died in 1823, when the rules of the- 

‘ Sharrah ' were not observed.* ( • 


In "his case 2 the Rais and otlier Afghan Chiefs like Rahmat 
All Khan were unanimously against the claims of Faiz Talab Khan. 
They also protested cgainst the use of Mohammadan Law as subver¬ 
sive of the prior usage in force among them. The reason of the 
■' apparent concord ” was, as Clerk points out, that Sahib Jan, the 
rival claimant, was the sister of the Rais while Rahmat AH was dis¬ 
satisfied on account of the rejection of the claim of his daughter, 
Sahib-un-Nissa, to the estate of her dead husband, Sultan AH Khan, 
in favour of the surviving brother.a The Rais even exhibited a 
deed of partition between the deceased Faiz Ullah Khan and his 
brother Faiz Talab Khan to prove that the latter had no right to the 
estate of the former. 


In spite of his best efforts, Clerk could not prevail upon 
either Sahib Jan or Faiz Ullah Khan to come to any arrangement. 
She demanded a moiety of her dead husband's estate for her ‘ guzara ” 
as the least her brother, the Rais, would sanction her accepting.* 


t 


S, 


4 . 


V r 


1, Ciork to Fraser, Ji>ly 30, 1832, B N. 78, L. N. 46. 


In a letter of December 5. 1833, Clerk forwarded a coaununication ft«m 
the ruler of Malerk ^tla protesting against the adoption of Sharrah for regxilaV 
ing the sucoession to property *' ond gave the example of his own sucoession 

to Chiefehip. Clerk observed j •* The Supreme Government in 1824 disapprove 
ed the recommendation of the Governor-GeneraTs agent at Delhi that the 

a ^ 

rules of the Sharrah should be followed in disposing of the question relating 
to the eetnte of Nur-un-Nissa Ba.ium '* B. N 79. L. N. 1^5. ’ 


• A 


Turs Bss Khan, the surviving elder brother of Sultan Ali Khan and the de« 
elared heir to his estate, was against Sahib*un Nissa's claim* Ae Cletk*remark* 
ed 4 there was no want of precedents on either side.t 

i • 

% 

The case is discussed as (B) below. There was''no love lost between Bahmat- 

• • ^ - • < 

All and the Rais, and this Concord waa prompted by self-intereit* ' ’ ' 

Clerk to Ualerkotla, August 1, 1838, B. 83, L. N* 73^ . . ^ ^ -'it- 
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Faiz Ullah Khan proposed to give only Rs. 1200. At last, after 
a great deal of persuasion on the part of Clerk, the Rais agreed 
to accept Rs. 2100 per annum for his sister* and before the 
Political Agent, " signed an acknowledgment of her acceptance of 
the provision.” The British Gevernment only desired that the 
allowance granted to Sahib Jan should be proportionate to her 
dignity as the sister of the Rais.* When Clerk informed the Govern¬ 
ment that the allowance would be Rs. 2100, the figure was accepted 

by the Supreme Government,* and Faiz Talab Khan was allowed 
to succeed to the estate 

(5) The Estate of Sultan All Khan. 

Sultan Ali Khan and Tura Baz Khan were full brothers, 
possessing an estate of Rs. 10,000 a year. The former died in 
1828, without male issue and his widow Sahib-un-Nissa, daughter 

of Rahmat Ali Khan, and his elder brother, Tura Baz Khan 
claimed his portion of 'he estate.* Murray, the Agent at Ambala,’ 
and Hawkins the Resident at Delhi, had given their opinion in 
favour of Tura Baz Khan and required him to give a maintenance 
of Rs. 100 per month to his brother’s widow.* The decision had 
been unpalatable to the supporters of Sahib-un-Nissa, especially to 


1. revenue of the estate was estimated ae Rs. 6100 by the Rais but i i 
Re. 6600 by Faiz Talab Khan. 

2. Metcalfe to Cleric, February 15, 1838, B. N. 38. L. N. 7. 

Macnaghtea to Metcalfe, February 14, 1838, B. N. 38, p. 23. 

3. Metca Ife to Clerk. August 27, 1838. B. N. 38, L. N. 54. 

Macnaghton to Metcalfe, August 15. 1838, B. N. 38, p. 267. 

As ebserved in the beginning ef tl.o Chapter, Government was not in 
favour of female sucoesaion, 

4 . B. N. 38, p. 408. 

5. Murray to Hawkina, September 2, 1830, B. N. 76. L. N, 303. 

Hawkine to Murray, September 18, 1«30, B. N. 30, L. N. 74. 

Martia to Murray, April 28, \83l, B. N. 3l, L. N. 2a 
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her father, Rahmat All Khan, When Fraser was the Governor 

General's Agent at Delhi and Clerk, in the Agency Ofi&ce at 

Ambala, she appealed against the decision, but neither of the two 

* 

proposed to interfere with the existing arrangement. Similarly 
Metcalfe refused to cancel the order of Fraser, his predecessor, when 
the widow again appealed.^ At last the case went to the Couft of 
Directors and they were of the opinion that the decision by ,which 
the widow of Sultan Ali Khan was excluded in favour of,, his brother, 
the other share-holder in the estate, was erroneous, as the family 
usage was in favour of the widow’s claim.2 They further observed 
that “ the usages of this and other families on the subject of in¬ 
heritance are scarcely ever so fixed that precedents cannot be found 
on both sides of a question and such seems to be the case in this 
instance But, the Court of Directors, though saying that she had a 
better claim than her brother-in-law, did not think that shehad sustain¬ 
ed positive injustice. They directed that Sahib-un-Nissa should "receive 
by way of compromise the largest possible provision in land or in 
money, which the estate can reasonably afford 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, April 24, 1S37, B. N. 37, L. N. 42, 

The matter bad been agitated in 1831 but Martin, the Resident at 
Delhi, did not consider the right of Sohib*un-Nis6a to enoceedto her late bus- 
band's estate *o be so N\ell established by the usage of'the family of Maler- 
kotia as to justify him in modifying the decree passed by Hawkins on 
Murray's recommendation, i i 


2. Metcalfe to Clerk, December 13, 1838, B. N. 38, L. N. 87. 


I 



Extract from a 1 tter No. 48, from the Honourable the Cqurt of Direc¬ 
tors, dated August 22, 1838, fp. 407). i ' 

- t ■ ■ 

Metcalfe to Mansel, April 8, 18‘IT, B. N. 88, p. 408- 10. 


. . I ’.r f 

Metcalfe to Clerk, December 13, !83<», B. N. ?8, L. N, 87, . ,V ^ 
Torrens to Metoalfe, December 5, 1838, B. N. 38, p. 406. ,,, 


Extract of a letter from the Court of Direotors, NOi 48*of 1688, dated 
August 22, 18^8, p. 407* 


I 




Metooife to Mansel, April 8, 1837, B. N. 88, p. 408-OIh , A v V 
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Turabaz Khan willingly agreed .o give the increased provision as 
is apparen. by a letter witch Clerk addressed to Mctcalfed the 
maintenance was increased from Rs 1200 to Ks. I5fX) a year, the 

greater part of which was assigned in land. The political Agent 
considered it quite adequate as the estate was worth only Rs. 5050, 
per annum, the Rais of Malerkotla also thought it to be sufficient. Clerk* 
therefore, recommended it to Government. Metcalfe expressed his 
gratification and approved of the maintenance.^ Tura I3az Khan thus 
got the estate in preference to the widow. 


(c) The Estate of Nur-un-Nissa. 

Muhammad Ali Khan^ was a member of the fraternity of the 
Pathans of Malerkotla. On his death, the estate was divided between his 
two widows-Nur-un-Nissa and Sultan Bibi. On the death of the former 
her share of the estate was given to the ruler of Malerkotla. Tliis occurred 

in 1823.* 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, April 20, 1839, B. N. 82. L. N. 1U. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, May 6. 1834, B. N. 39. L. K- 25. 

Maddock to Metcalfe. May 1, 1839. B. N. 39. p. 289. 

3. According to Griffin, Mubommad AH was iHe j;rand-son of Nawul) Jamal Kban 
who died in 1760—“Chiefs of the Punjab. Volume II. p. .S29. 

4. Elliott to Murray. December 18, 1823, B. N. 93. L. X. 219. 

It is one of the longest and the meat confusing enses on record in the 
history of the AmbaU Agency. It smarted in 1823, eight years before Clerk’s 
assumption of office, and lasted till 1838 ; scores of letters wore exchanged 
between Malerkotla, Ambala, Delhi and Calcutta. Nur-un-Nis^a died in 1823 
leavmg her estate which comprised Buzynub. Nnrbaksh, Kathumajra and 
a percentage of town duties of Malerkotla.her share in last being declared 

to be only 6 per cent. At first in 1823, all this was given to thaRais as head 
of the family ; later on. his share was reduced to two-fifths, while the three- 
fifths went to the other three claimants. Buzynub and Nurbaksh -had 
been already partitioned before among tbe Pathan brethren, the claimants 

to her estate, but the Rais had deprived them ot th^ir share, later on he was 
compelled to restore the status quo. Government refused to disturb the 

(Continued onnext huge) 
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In 1827, the supreme Government reversed its decision and the 
estate was directed to be divided among the Pathan brethren of 
Malerkotla.^ The principle adopted was the division of her esta e 
into five parts ; two parts were given to the Chief and one part to 
each of the three discendants of Jamal Khan,^ Her personal property 
was also to be divided in the same proportion. When called upon to 
surrender the personal property of Nur-un-Nissa, the Rais replied. 


Centtnned from page 99 

partition. There was some dispute about Natbumajra, claimed by Babmat 
All Khan but Government ordered it to be divided with her share of tha town 
duties. Her personal property had been given to the Rais in 1828 wh.» 
refused to part with it, inspite of Government’s desire to divide it among 
the various claimants. 


See B. N. 23. L. N. 219, B, N. 27, LL, N, 161A, 209, 243, 266 and 281, 

B. N. 28, LL. N. 16, 38 and 15C. B. N. 30. LL. N. 93A and 94 and the 
memorandum of Blake, B. N. 30, pp. 160-95. 

It is apparent that Government was actuated by a desire to give unifor- 
mity to the laws of succession in Malerkotla. Nur-un-Nissa’s heirless 
estate was equally divided among various claimants with a double share 
for the Rais, who was the head of the family. Later on, even this 
distinction was to go. All such estates were, in future^ to be divided equally, 

1 . SeeHislop to Murray, June 17, 1827 B. N. 27, L. N, 161A, and 
November 26, 1827, B. N. 27, L. N. 281, 

Clerk to Fraser, August 16, 1834, B. N. 80, L, N, 123. 

1. Murray to Colebrooke. March 3, 1828 B. N, 76, L. N, 30. 

Colebrooke to Murray, March 7, 1823, B. N, 28, L. N. 38. 


At early as August 28, 1827; Colebrooke had written to Murray 

that the estate should be partitioned between all the descendants of Jamal 
Khan and that none of the members of the family should be excluded 
from the share; the order was to bo strictly enforced (B. N, 27, L. N. 
209), Also Me B. N. 28, L. N. 120.A. 


Although Rahmat Ali Khan expressed his dia-satiafaotion against this 
award which gave a larger share to the Rais, yet Government refused to 
change it as far os Nur-un-Nissa’s property was oonoemed. 


See Hawkins to Swinton, April 1, 1828, B. N.^ 38, p. 138. 
Swinton to Hawkins, Hay 23, 1830, B. N. 88, p. 147. 
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that he had enjoyed it for four years under the decree of the Supreme 
Government and that he could not produce the personal effects.^ 
Colebrooke, the Resident at Delhi, in reply to a letter of Murray, had 
expressed his reluctance to enforce this demand as after such a lapse 
of time no expectation could be entertained of their recovery. Clerk 
himself felt that it would be a great hardship to call on the Rais 
(in 1834) after a lapse of eleven years to restore the personal pro¬ 
perty of tlie deceased lady.* 


But the other claimants did not want to give up their share o 
personal property and Tura Baz Khan and Rahmat Ali Khan again 
put fonvard their claims. Clerk's reply was the same - that it would 
be a case of hardship, but he was prepared to renew the demand on 
the Rais if Metcalfe disagreed with the above view.^ 


This point of hardship, Clerk reiterated in a letter to the 
Agent to the Governor General.* There was also dispute between 
the Rais and Rahmat Ali over twenty percent of the town duties 
levied in Malerkotla.* which had formed a part of Muhammad Ali’s 


1. Cleit to Fraaej. August 15. 1834. B. N. 80, L. N. 123, 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe. November 19. 1838, B. N. 82, L. N. 171. 

4. aerfc to Metcalfe, June 17, 1837, B. N. 83. L, N, 27. 

6. Rahmat Ali Khan presented a petition to the Lieutenant-Gevemor, Agra, 
in which he asserted that he and his father had been receiving ten per cent 


Continued on next pagi 
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estate. In reality relations between tbe two were extretoel ystraihed. 
This bitterness, as Clerk pointed out, was due to the disappoint- 

« . -N. 

« 

« 

« 

■ ■■ ^ - !■■■ ■ .. - - ■ ^ ^ 


\ 
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of these duties for the past fifty.tbree years, », very much prior to the 
British connection and that none of the Bathan brethren had objected. He 
also pointed out how in 1835, Clerk had passed an order dividing the 20 per 
cent Customs duty of Materkotia among various claimants and that the Agent 
at Delhi had confirmed Clerk’s decision (B. N. 37, p. 157-60.) 

< * • 

Clerk, in considering the petition, discussed the question of Rahmat 
All’s share of town duties in his despatch of June 17, 1837, He pointed out 
how twenty percent duties were assigned by Ochterlony in 1811 to the two 
widows—Kur-un^Nissa and Sultan Bibi—of Muhammad AH, inspite of Rabmat 
Ali Khan’s protest who had been in receipt of half or 10 percent of these 
duties. Hahmat Ali had protested in 1827 also but no heed bad been paid 
to his protests. But he also admitted that Hahmat AU bad been enjoying the 
duties (10 percent) inspite of Ochtorlony’s decree and that be had advised the 
Pathan brethren to settle the dispute among themselves. As they had failed 
to do so, he arranged for the partition of the town duties on June 10, 1835. 
He also observed that had the conduct of Rahmat Ali Khan been more con¬ 
ciliatory towards the Chief he would have been assigned this percentage 
unanimously by the Pathan brethren. Clerk also referred to Blake's memo¬ 
randum in which the whole case bsKi been thoroughly discussed.' (B. N. 83 
b.N. 27), 


In October 1837, Metcalfe forwarded to Clerk a copy of a letter of the 
Secretary at Agra, asking him to carry into effect the very explicit 
instructions ” of the Lieutenant.Governor, Ten percent of the duties were 
to be given to Bahmab AU Khan provided that the fact of possession 
before the commencement of our supermaoy be established **, Further, Clerk 
was directed to confine the attachment and the division to' tbe 6 pertenti 
possessed by Nur-im-Nissa during her life time, the order of the Qoveromeat 
having only refeienoe to that which waa in the |loBseuioa of the \mdf Hur-un- 
NiMa at the ttpae of her deoeaae and the Beieme of 'whatwae pdMcwedby 

, CoHlenued on next page 
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merit which Rahmat Ali Khan felt over the question of chiefship> 
In 1834, the'attitude of Rahmat Ali to the Rais, Nawab Amir 


Continued from page 102 

another before our Bupermacy commenced being precluded by the fundamc. 

. r* States ■■ (B. N. 37. L. N. 97, Octcber 7- 

1837, and HamUton to Metcalfe, September 30, 1837, p. 340-42). 

agaia took up the queetion in June 1837. Ho admitted that the 
ut.e. claimed by Rahmat Ali had been enjoyed by hia father,... Ata U1 Inh 

Khan, when he was the ruler of Malerkotla. Amir Ali Khan, the Ra*a of 
Kunjpura, contended that the duties were enjoyed beoauso no specific appomt- 
ment of the revenues had bean made and that Ata Ullah Khan appropriated 
what ever be chose to take and that as be was tlie ruler, the right ought to 

descend to him. Rahmat Ali /Chan pointed out that he had continu cd to 

enjoy tlso right since 1810, (he year of his father’.s death and that his father 
poasesaed it not in right of being chief but as confirmed on him as a free i/jft 
bv his nephew Muhammad Aii Khan. Clerk went on to observe that Rahmut 
Ah Khao had been tacitly allowed by the fraternity to enjoy the percentage 
unquestioned and that even Ochterlony’s decree ‘‘did not tend to his being 
deprived of it’*. He agreed wi»h the decision o^^ the Lieutonant-Governor 
that the property should remain as it was in Rahmat Ali Khan’s posseBsiofi 
but requested Government to annual Ochterlony’s decree, as it would conti¬ 
nue to give rise to more squabbles in future. <B. N, 83, L. N. 26). 

The Rais of Malerkotla did not appear to be satisfied with the 
decision On June 4, 1838, Metcalfe advised Cler.t to communicate to tbo 
Baia, who was believed to be at Ambala, ‘'on the subject thereof pointing 
out to him the folly as well as inutility oi troubling the Right Honournblo 
the Governor-General in Conncil with repeated references on a cose ulreadv 
fully decided , and his obstinate persistence “ in urging upon bis notiro- 
case already fully decided”. (B. N. 38, L. N. 26). 

*. Griffin Punjab Chiefs” Volume II, p. 632. . Rahmat Ali Khan, after 
the death of hia father, Nawab Ata Ullah Khan, in 1810* laid 


Continned on next page 



,104 


Ali Khan, became so offensive that the latter came personally to Ambala. 
Clerk invited Rahmat Ali also and effected a reconciiiation between 
the two. Later on, Rahmat Ali gave further provocation and 

erected a separate fort. Clerk says that hostilities would have 

resulted had not he himself gone to Malerkotla.^ Since then 
Rahmat Ali’s conduct had been peaceable but there was no love 
lost between him and the Rais.^ 


About Rahmat All's claim to the personal property of Nur-un- 


Nissa and his complaint that Clerk had deprived him of his share 



Continned from f>age 103 

claim to the Cbiefship, but his claim was successfully Contested by 

Wazir Khan, the eider son of Nawab Bhiksoi Khan (Oofaterlony to 

Birch, March 26, 1821, B. N, 21, L. N. 104). The British GoVem- 

ment wanted to introduce the rule of primoogenlture in the state. 

So the appeal of Rahmat Ali Khan was dismissed, and snocessioa 
was vested in Wazir Khan and his male heirs. fB, TX, 22, L. K. 140). 
Rahmat Khan was very mhoh aggrieved and regard^ Warir Khaa 

and hie descendants as usurpere. At this time Wazir Khan's son, 

Amir Ali Khan, was the Rais. (B. N. SI, L. N. 124, and B. N. 8S, 
L. N. 27). 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 17, t»37, B. N. U N. 27. 

1. In May 1838, Amir AU Ahan of Kunjpura presented a petition 

alleging that Rahmat AU Khan had tyrannised over the petitioner 

to such a degree that he had been obliged to leave his old reid« 

dense and Uve at Ambala, This brought a severe rebuke to him for Torrens 


CofUiuned on n$xt pago 
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for the last eleven years, the English Agent cited Murray's order 
that only the landed estate was to be partitioned while Tier 
personal property was to be relinquished to the estate.* 


{Continued from page 104) 

observed to Metoalfo ; *' It appears that the Chief acknowledges his inability 
to maintain his authority, although fully supported by the British Govern- 
raent in bis own territory, an admission the possible consequenoe of which 

he should.have maturely considered before making it, as the impression 

thereby produced upon His Lordship's mind cannot be favourable towards 
bis efficiency in the character of an independent ruler However, an inter¬ 
dict was placed by the Supreme Government, on Kahmat Ali Khan’s residence 
in Malerkotla. Metcalfe authorised Clerk to speak to R abmat Ali Khan to 
that effect and take an assurance from hi/n of conducting himelf in a more 
peaceable and respectable manner towards the head of the family. (Metcalfe 
to Clerk, Juno 4, 1838, B. N. 38, p. 132.) 

Torrens to Metcalfe, May 26, 1838, B. N. 38, p. 132. 

Arzi of Amir Ali Khan to the Secretary and the Deputy Secretary, B.N. 38, 
p. 147—48, p. 148—49, received on May 8. 1838. 

1* Clerk to Metcalfe, June 17, 1837, B* N. 83, L. N. 27. Also see B. N. 30, 
LL. N. 93A and 94. 

Clerk agreed with the views of Colebrooke, who had observ'ed that he 
was not prepared ‘‘to give any final instructions as it lay open to much 
discussion, both as to the extent of the property a ctually received by the 
Rais and the fairness of calling on him at such a distan ce of time to refund, 
what be considering himself authorised by the fir st decision of Government, 
to apply to bis own use, might be supposed to have expended”. (B. N. 83, 
L. N. 27). 

With this point of view, the Lieutenant-Governor did not agree and 
declared that he could not see *' the propriety or justice of su ch an exemp¬ 
tion ”. He added that difficulties would be experienced but an estimate 
should be made and a monetary adjustment effected according to the pro¬ 
portion fixed by Colebrooke. Finally, the Secretary at Agra observed : “. 

(CoTUinued on n43U 
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Another claim was put forward. This time the claimant was 
Sultan Bibi, the second widow of Mohammad AH. Her agent wanted 
to inquire whether he order of the Government of 1827, partitioning 

Nur-un-Nissa^s estate, had been carried into effect. Commenting on 
the claim of Sultan Bibi, Clerk said that her petition was not 

clear. In one part of the petition, she claimed to inherit the entire 

estate of her husband but this claim had been rejected by the 

orders of Government in 1823. In the second part, she had quoted ^ 

the orders of Government of May 23, 1827, in support of her claim, 

which prescribed a partition of her husband's estate between the 
descendants of Jamal Khan and the Chief. This had been done 

but as Clerk observed no share had been assigned to hen^ The 
next time, Clerk took up the case was in June 1838. 

Discussing the question of inheritance of Nur-un-Nissa's 
personal property, he went on to say that the claim of Rahmat 
Ali Khan might be rejected and set at rest in consequence of the 
documents executed in 1833 between the Rais and Rahmat Ali Khan^. 


(Continued from page 105) 

Hia Honour desires it may be diatinctly understood that such a scale is only 
applicable to the division of this particular escheat and by no means to bo 

assumed as a precedent in future occasions.Future cases of dispute will 

be decided as may seem to be most equitable (B. N., 37, p, 340—42), 

. t . f 

This was due to the petition presented by Rahmat AU Khan in which he 
referring to the property left by Nur-un^Nissa, had reminded the Agra Govern, 
ment of Murray’s promise, that it would be divided in confirmity with the orders 

of the Supreme Government, adding that it had not been done by Clerk. 
(B. N. 37, L. N. 62, p. 163—64. May 20, i837). 

Naturally, the Baia, Amir Ali Khan protested against the award of the 
' ^ Lieutenant-Governor. <B. N. 38, j>, 147—48). 

1. Clerk to Metcalfe, August 10, 1837, B. N. 83, p. 62. 

A« Clerk laid, aha had enough.a moiety of a viUage and 6 per cent 

share of the town duties and that was adequate maintonanoe ; he added that 
8he was being instigated by Rahmat Ali Khan. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 17, 1838, B. N. 83, L. N 69, 

■ ; ' I • t. ' 

‘MOh doou|n.n»by ^e, 
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The first docucmcnt admitted that ten percent town duties had 
continued to be the share of Rahinat Ali Khan since the life-time 
of Nur-un Nissa and the Rais had agreed lo relinquish it for tlic 
future. The second proved that this share was a part of the estate of 
Mohammad Ali, the husband of Nur-un-Nissa. The third document 
was executed by Rahmat Ali Klian foregoing his right to the 
presonal property of Nur-un-Nissa, which was to vest in the Chief.* 
But the final decision came a few weeks later, when Metcalfe forwarded 

to Clerk all relevant letters. Thus it was only in August 1838 that this 
ticklish question, whioh had been hanging fire since 1823, was solved.* 


1. Another dispute between Rahmat Ali Khan and the Ubib was on the claim of 
one Sarfraz Khan, the son of Imam Ali, the brother of the former who died 
in 1839. As the claimant was the son of a prostitute, therefore, hb deserved 
only an assign ment and not any inheritance. Clerk had at first agreed in giving 
him a share ot the inheritance, as the Rais was in favour of such a deoision. 
Clerk wanted that Rahmat Ali and the Rais should come to an understanding 
between themselves as it was a family question. Later on, the Rais also came 
roimd to the view of an assignment and us a special case, Sarfraz Khan was 
given a inaintenanco of Rs. 800—the amount given to the other three widows 
of Imam Ali Khan — Clerk to Thomason, August 19, 1841, B N. 152, 
L. N. 30. 

Clerk again referred to Sarfraz Khan’s claim in a letter of July 2o, 
1842. However, he refused to modify or change bis award. (B. N. 164, 
L. N. 21.) 

*. Metcalfe, on June 20. 1838 (B. N. 38. L. N. 29) forwarded a letter from 
Torrens, the Deputy Secretary to the Government to the ruler of Malerkotla 
(B, N. 38. p. 166—66) m which it was clearly written that his Lordship did 
not see any grounds for cancelling the final orders passed by the Lieutenant- 
Governor in the cose. Torrens further wrote : “ It would not only be a very 
great impropriety in altering the decisions of the proper authorities and that 
I am also aware that it would be indelicate to interfere in the discharge of 
their duties.” 


{Coutiniltd 0% next page) 
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In the end I might add that the details of the various succession 
disputes, as related in the foregoing pages, show how Clerk had to 

contend against one fundamental difficulty-the want of a fixed Law 

of succession and coneequent confusion on its being modified in; 
accordance to the usages, interests and prejudices of different families/*' 
Clerk displayed a great capacity for exposition and adjudication. It is 
true that Murray was a pioneer in this respect but his work was conti¬ 
nued worthily by Clerk. Again and again by his masterly marshalling of 
facts, his lucid analysis of the claims of various heirs and by the cogent 


{Continued from page 107) 

/n ®lucid summary of the case in his letter to Torrens 

T w 229-30), a copy of which he sent to Clerk (B.N. 38, 

L. N. 46, August U, 1838). According to Metcalfe, the fact of Rahmat Ali 
navmg enjoyed 10 percent in the Malerkotla town duties antecedent to the 
fintuh ral, was fully established. Therefore, he was placed in the possession 
ot the same ; only five percent belonging to the deceased Nur-un-Nissa and 
er estate of Nathumajra remained to be divided agreeably to the proper- 
t.on laid dotvn by Colebrooke approved by the Lieutenant-Governor. The 

TahZ' diffioult to be estimated: Moreover, 

ahmat Ah Khan had executed a deed foregoing hie right to it , under 

he„ cncumstanoes. the claim of Rahmat Ali Khan was on no account 

"r vr "— r:: 

N.«a the same share in the viUage. Other claimants aUo 1" “d 

thetr share m the town duties and the Nathumajra. Buaynub and Nurhakhst 

had already been partitioned. That, aocording to Metcalfe, was a very fair 
a.v.a.on between the parties , In the end he remarked , .• A eettlement 
more consistent with the.r claims would have been effeoted if made at the 
period of Nur-un.Niesa’e demise but under the present oiroumstanoes a 
fairer decision on this intricate case cannot in my opinion be effeoted.” 

Metoalfo. also forwarded to Clerk a copy of Maonagh ten's letter autho. 

ri^ the former to carry out the arrangement already proposed by him and 
Clerk. (B. N. 38, p. 230, August 23, 1833). 
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recommendation that he made in most cases. Clerk is revealed ns one who 
held a thorough grasp of these piobleme. It is seldom that Covcrnineiit 
expressed its dis-approval of his judgment and decision, his point of 
view, at times, being accepted in preference even to that of the Governoi - 

General’s agent at Delhi-Ramgarh provides a good example. One 

cannot also help noticing the sympathetic attitude which he maintained 
towards certain unfortunate claimants t.g., towards Bassawa Singh of 
Baidwan, an illegitimate ofif-spring. 
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CHAPTER Hi. 

THE BRinSH GNVERNMENT AND THE PRINCIPLE OF LAPSE 

A large number of states or estates lapsed to the Supreme Govern^ 
ment in the time of Clerk, because of the failure of lineal heirs. The 
various principles and considerations underlying such forfeitures are dis¬ 
cussed in this chapter. Xhe rights of collaterals, i.c., persons of cominon 
descent but by different line, are always difficult to define. The Com¬ 
pany's Government, therefore, could not follow a consistent policy in this 
respect. Sometimes, it denied the right of a coUateral under the Sikh 
Law to succeed to an inheritance ; more often it allowed a collateral to 
inherit. One fact, however, is clear from the correspondence, namely 
that the collaterals did not succeed as a matter of right. If such a right 
had been absolutely recognized by the Supreme Government, it could not 
have been able to occupy Ferozepur, Kaithal, and a portion of Jind ; 
however, many of the principalities had no collaterals to claim them and 
their escheat was lawful—yThanesar providing a good example.^ 

The events leading to the proclamation of 1809, by which the 
British took the “ Cis-Sutlej Chiefs,” i.e. the Phulkian rulers of Patiala, 
Nabha and Jind. the Bhaikian ruler of Kaithal and a host of other petty 
Chiefs under their protection, has already been described in Chapter I. 



1 . Lawrence, in his Report on Kaithal, pointed out the difference between the 
attitude of British Government and that of any other suzerain power thus: 
•• The protected Sikh States have ever been treated by Government in aU 
internal questions.as strictly sovereign states.it has been their fortune 

to fall under our rule but had they a Mahratta, Pathon or Sikh monarch, it 
would not be a question whether men, whose ancestors hod no ahare in aoquir- 
Jng certain districts, should, benefit by collateral connection, with such conquer- 

qra but whether sons should succeed their fathers or rather whether the whole 
should not be on the footing of Jagirs held on terms of military aervioe and 
resumable at pleasure." B. N. 88Aj p. 343. 
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As Cunningbam’ and Griffin* have pointed out, Oehterlonv the first 

Political Agent, h ad been under the impre^ion that only a few Chiefs 

existed between the Sutlej and the Jumna but he foumi •'< a host of small 

fraternities comprising many hundreds of the rank and file among the 

followers of the original conquerors who had been quartered over tZ 
country with separate villages for their maintenance and who were alil'c* 
now vested with authority ns independent rulers by the vague terms of 
proclamation of 1809."-' These petty rulers often failed to keep ordL 
within their estates and what was worse, not infreipiently, quarrelled 
among themselves. This led to the issuing of a stern warning’to them in 
the subsequent proclamation of 1811.* Tins, however, hard'Iy improved 
matters, so that the rule of the Chiefs continued to remain in such u 
satisfactory condition as to lead the English Agents, stationed at Aml>ala 
to form the view that the British Government should take every o or 
tunity of extending its control over their territory. Such opportunit' 
would naturally occur at the failure of the lineal heirs of the Chiefs This 
was one circumstance resulting in the lapse of a number of Chiefshi e t 

the Supremo Government. Whenever Clerk recommended an escheat of 

a territory, he talked of the inhabitants benefitting from enlightened 
British rule. But that was not the only motive lying behind the appli¬ 
cation of the principle of lapse. The British Government was being put 


]. Cunningham, p. 144. 

k 

2. Chiefs and FamiUos of Note in the Punjab—Volume I, p. 5.'-,—6G. 

3. Cunningham says that Ochterlony owned to the Marquis of Hastings in a private 

communication dated May 7, 1818, that l.is proclamation of 1809 had been passed 
on an erroneous idea (p. 114) Griffin gives the example of the Arabala 
district which bad some thirty petty rulers Chiefs and families of Note 
Volume 1 • p. 56. ’ 

4. Griffin rightly remarks : “ with few exceptions, the leading famUios of 
today are the direct descendants of the conquerors of 1763, an aristocracy 

with no tradition but that of plunder, with no claims to respect as the scions 
of an ancient Une, aliens and foreigners, still and with no sympathy for the 

people whose revenues are now guaranteed to them in perpetuity. {Ibid, 

?• 



, [112 3 

to much expense and a great deal of worry since the day it bad assumed 
the paramountcy of the Sirhind Chiefs.^ It had to compensate itself 
particularly in the absence of any direct tribute from the states. This 
could only be done by tidcing over these principalities whenever the direct 
line of owners failed. * ' 

; ■ ?rvj'i 

■ / ! i 

Clerk, in a letter to Metcalfe, while dealing with the peti- 
ion of Sardar Sarup Singh of Bazidpur, on his claiming the Chief- 
ship of Jind, makes a masterly exposition of the considerations 
underlying the whole policy of lapse.^ 

■ .1 

1 have mentioned the division of the Sikhs into two big 

sections.the Manjba Sikhs and the Malwa Sikhs. Generally, the 

former lived in the country situated to the North of the Sutlej 
and latter to its South. But many of the Manjha Sikhs had 
established themselves to the South of the Sutlej* also and Clerk 
wished that their acquisitions should be treated differently &bm 
those of the Malwa Sikhs. He wrote : “ Unquestionably their is 

an essential difference and it is this : that, whereas the Phulkiana* are 
the ancient cultivators, zemindars and latterly the proprietors of the 


1. Griffin puts the whole position in a nut-shell in one sentence: “ Was it through 
motives of humanity and benevolence alone that the Government assumed 
this inconvenient and odious charge, to save from the rapacity of Ranjit Singh 
the Chiefs who had sought its protection p” (The laws cf Inheritance to 
Chiefships, p, 77). 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B, N. 82, L. N. 44. 

3. He observed : The remainder of these territeries between'the Sutlej and the 

Jumna, under the protection of the British Government are.in the posses¬ 

sion of the Manjha Sikhs, who quitting their villages North of the Sutlej in 
confederacies, more or less numerous, according to the extent of the con¬ 
quests contemplated on the South of the river, wrested from the Mohammadan 
authorities the lands they now possess.”, (Xhid), 


4* Olerk oalls the Malwa Sikhs by this nam*« 







und- they occupy, the romuin.lcr or cencrcllv M,o„Kinc the Ar M 
Sikhs arc tliosc, who came sword ii. iu.ml f 

north of the Sutlej and possessine then I 7 "’. “ 

^ ^ possessing themselveB of the authority over 

BUch places on ihis side of th^ #i 

established their dominions " He v ’ t thus 

tinotion should guide the relations of tl Tf 

the Cis.8utlej state. He ac o dZlv tH ^ Government with 

j ne accordingly tried to make a distinction in 

succession to the property or the estate of the two sections of the 
Sikhs ; Were the Phulkians to be regarded in their proper character 
as subject and hoWers or Taalu.edars or Tributary Rajas, and the 
Manjha Sikhs as the numerous members of association organized 

for the conquest of lands over a portion of which every individual, 

on the decline of Muhammadan power in the middle of the last 
century, established his right of sovereignty ; the former, while 
contributing a due share of their revenues to the support of the 
Supreme Government, would acquire in matters of inheritance every 
advantage of Jat latitude of customs and the transmission of their 
heirless estates, the power of consulting only their own opinions 
and the acquisitions of the latter would continue to be enjoyed 
by Sardars or Chiefs and their lineal descendants exempt from all 
tribute but liable to resumption by the Paramount Government in 
default of direct heirs and by n ^ means subject to transfer to any 
other Sardar or Chiefi In other words, the Phulkian or the 

Malwa Sikhs, in the event of paying tribute to the Supreme Govern¬ 
ment, were to possess the right of giving their estates even to 
distant relations ; but the South Manjha Sikhs could have no such 
right and in the event of the failure of lineal heirs, their estates 
could be resumed by the paramount state. But it should be noted 

here that none of the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs, whether belonging to the 


1. Clerk to MetcaUe, March 23, 1836, B. N. 82. L. N. 44 . 
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Manjha or Malwa Class, paid any tribute to the British Government. 
In the Article 2 of the Proclamation of 1809, they had been declared as 
" exen pted from all pecuniary tribute to the British Government. 
For this reason, the distinction, pointed out by Clerk, was not accepted 
by the Supreme Government,^ in respect to escheats, as is clear from the 
following : — 


“ On the subject of our relations with the Sikh Chieftains, the 
Governor-General-in-Council is disposed entirely to agree with Sir 
Charles Metcalfe in thinking that we are not warranted in making any 
distinction between the Chiefs, whose ancestors were the ancient culti¬ 
vators or zamindars of the country and those descended from invaders 
from the north of the Sutlej. The Lieutenant-Governor observes firstly 
that both classes of Chiefs come under our protection under precisely the 
same circumstances at the same time and on the same terms Our 
right to pecuniary benefit from any connection with them, must be 
limited to the revenue of the land which may escheat to us as to the 
Supreme Power.^ 


Clerk further developed his point by writing that the Phulkian 
rulers of Patiala, Nabha, Jind and Kaithal were the ** mal-guzars of 
the Mughals who had to pay revenue to the Imperial Treasury and were 
punished for non-payment.* Later on, in the middle of the eighteenth 


1. As remarked in Chapter II, Lawrence had emphatically declared that there was 
no difference between the practices of the Manjha and Malwa Sikhs in inberi- 
ance and succession. (B. N. 88A, p. 336). 

2* Quoted by Clerk in his letter to Thomason of March 30, 1842, B. N, S8A, 
L. N. 8. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, Bi N. 82, L. N, 44. 

Clerk observes : ** Gajpat was a TaaXuqedar, If he neglected to pay 

revenue to the reigning Government, he was coerced and compelled to do so. 
On this cwjcount Bakshi Najib Beg took him prisoner to Delhi, as in the 
reign of Mohammad Shah, his iSu6«dar at Sirhind captured for similar reason 
Ala Jat, the ancestor of Patiala Raja and on the same account Abdul Hamid 

Khan, an officer of the Empire, seized the father of the present Chief of 
Kaithal, carried him to Delhi and there tortured him*** ^ i * 
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century, the Phulkian Chiefs disregarded the claim of supremacy 
advanced by the Mughal Government but then it had become too weak 
to protect them. They then had to shift for themselves. This 
period came to an end in 1809 when they were brought formally under 
the control of the British Government ; since that time the British 
Government had been protecting them and can be said to have takan the 
place of the Mughal Government. It, therefore, deserved to exercise the 
rights of a paramount power. Clerk wrote "It would be difficult to 
discover in what respect the British Government has proved ineffectual 
for the protection of these states or in any other manner failed towards 
them so as to depr.ve it of any of these rights of supremacy exercised 
by its predecessor in virtue of which due contributions were hence drawn 
in support of the expenses of the state.’* 


There were other states, said Clerk, which contributed, in 
■proportion to their means, to the resources of the Supreme Government 
and in return received protection ; it was certainly unfair, that the 
Phulkians should contribute nothing but receive the same protection. 


Again, Clerk very strongly felt that the benefit of British rule 

should be extended to the people of the states whenever any chance 
arose. “ Nothing can be conceived as more opposed to the amelioration 
or more regardless of the choice and feelings of people —more remote 
from the policy which it is expedient here to pursue in respect to them, 
when opportunities arise for there release, to perpetuate on them that 
thraldom which they hold in great abhorrance.”^ 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B. N. 82, L. 





Talking again about the Manjha Sikhs, Clerk said that they 
should be most anxious to secure the permanency of their Chiefships, 
as they had conquered the lands they were occupying. But they knew 
that they could not get the right of passing their Chiefships to -^tbeir 
kinsmen except by making some money payment to the Paramount 
State. They were completely indifferent in this -maUer; therefore, it 
was the duty of the Supreme Government that it should not forego for 
ever so many chances of introducing among the poeple of these terri¬ 
tories a better system of Government than that of the petty Sikh 
Sardars. Talking of administration, he thought that the states of 
Malwa Sikhs were not very much better. But in course of time, with 
their rank and resources, they could be able to make improvement. 


In regard to the right of assuming lapses, the position of the 
British Government was unambiguous and clear. Clerk quoted the 
orders of the Supreme Government dated April 15, 1820, in which the 

Governor-General-in-Council, was the more readily disposed to exercise 
the right as Government bid not derive any compensation in the way 
of tribute from the Sikh Chiefs or otherwise for the protection afforded 
to them and the expense incurred by it.i As to the question of com¬ 
pensation to be taken by the Supreme Government. Clerk thought that 
there were two courses open to it ; either the Supreme Government 
should take possession of the territory on the failure of heirs or receive 
a fixed tribute. Against resumption, the points were the remoteness 
of such possession, their poverty, and their scattered position. More¬ 
over, some of the lapsed estates were isolated among Sikh States and 

their management consequently entailed much trouble and solicitude. 



1. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23,1830, B. N- 82,1«, N. 4#* 
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Bnt in favour of resumption, the points were many-the improvement 

in the condition of the people, the increase in their material happiness 

and finally the check provided against misiiile in tlic adjoining 
estate. 


In regard to a tribute scheme, Clerk said that the l^ritish 
Government had promised not to levy any tribute ; if a change had 
to come it should come from the princes themselves.' He was sure 
that it would be acceptable to “the House of PhuC "■ then each of 
the Phulkian States would enter into separate treaties with the 
British Government which would acknowledge them as indepen.lent 
sovereigns in all other respects. What would be their position then ^ 
By way of reply. Clerk wrote : ■■ They would then occupy a higher 
position in the scale of Allies than they now stand in towards the 
Bntish Government. And they would thereby be constituted the 
lords in perpetuity of that soil, of which under the paramountcy of 
the Mohammadan Empire, they were the cultivators.” The Manih, 
estates must, of course, continue to lapse to the 
Government, Clerk observing : - The prospect of occasional faps'^s 
that must occur among so many petty proprietors may be held to b 
some compensatmn to the British Government for the expenses incurred 
m protecting them And as the Sardars themselves are satisfied to 

"virgTsyremr " - - -- — - 


(about 


2 . 


3 . 




I. Clerk to Thomason, March 30, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 8. 
Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 44 . 


aerkputs mjasthedate when this inquiry was made but Griffin in The 
Ra,« of the Punjab ” (p. 330) .says that it was made-four years before 

death of the Raia ’* c- . ^ years Delore the 

WHO tvaja (bangat Singh of Jindl— Th« j- ^ . 

r.'r Lie.“-t 

. . „„„„ ““I 
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Governor-General to ascertain if the principal protected Sikhs were 
willing to pay tribute, on the understanding that, should they not do 
so, Government would continue to take advantage of all lapses as 
the mode of compensation in any dgree for the exp ense to which 

the estate is subjected by the extension of its protection over the 
countries lying between the Sutlej and the Jumna.^” This inquiry 
was suggested because of the Thanesar estate of Jamiyat Singh, who 
died without heirs, was considered to have lapsed to the Supreme 
Government. The princes were told of the alternative clearly and 
definitely, if they did not agree to accept the tribute scheme. It 
was hoped that the protected Chief would themselves be anxious 
to establish such relations with the British Government as might 
induce the latter to forego its title to lapses. For that purpose, the 
Political Agent held conversations with the confidential agents of 
Patiala, Nabha, Kaithal and Jind in the spirit in which it seemed 
to be the desire of the Governor-General that the subject should 
be discussed. He told them frankly that their masters were at full 
liberty to adopt the suggestion or reject it. He drew pointed atten¬ 
tion to the cases of Jind and Kaithal whose rulers were without 
issue.2 Had the rulers been possessed of a little foresight, they 
should have closed with the fair offer of the British Govenment 
and agreed to pay a tribute so that their states should have been 

guaranteed to them and their heirs. But they did not do so and 
thus lost a golden opportunity. 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe. March 23, 1836. B. N. 82, L. N. 44. 

4 

2. Talking about the rulers of Kaithal and Jind, Clerk said x ** They were youths 
certainly but so plunged in dissipation and debaucheries to afford little pros¬ 
pect of a long continuance of their lives. The latter ia now dead. The demise 

of the former is daily expected as hs san obtain no relief from a pailytio 
aHaok.^ ^ 


' I mfi 
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The four rulers met at Dhoda, a village situated on their rom- 
mon frontiers to discuss the matter. They informed Clerk of tlieir 

intention of doing so, but did not give him any formal intimation 
of the result. Clerk wrote that two of the Chiefs and some of the 
ministers were in favour of revising their relations with the British 
Government but their opinion was not accepted by others whose 
influence was at the time greater.^ Clerk is perfectly right when he 
says about Chiefs ; ** They were Sikhs and in the true spirit of Sikh 
recklessness of the future, they counselled the countenance of the 
present easy terms, as far as the present was concerned. Later 
events, however, appear to have caused even the most unreflecting 
to regret that their advice on that occasion, led to the disregard of a 
scheme which, if adopted, might have averted that uncertainty in re¬ 
gard to the continuance of their sovereignties.” It was only when the 
lapse of Jind was staring in the face of the Phulkiaii rulers that they 
thought that a treaty between them and the British Government, on 
the basis of a fixed tribute to be paid by the former, would have been 
fair and equitable. Later on, when Kaithal lapsed to the British 
Government, they must have repented all the more. But they were 
too late then. 



1. clerk to Metcalte, March 23, 1836, B. N. 8?, L. N. <4. 

Clerk talks of the two Chiefs who to wanted accept the British proposal of 
a tribute, but he does not say who they were. Similarly Griffin, in “ Tlie 
Bajos of the Punjab” (p. 330) does not mention any names. Clerk simply 
wrote thus : This however was a clear perception by two of the Chiefs 

of the future advantages of now revising their relations with the Britisli 
Government, strengthened if not first awakened by the discernment of the 
most able of their ministers in attendance. But the opinions of the latter were 
over-ruled by the others, whose influence was at the time greater”. 

In January 1836 (B. N- 82, L. N, 11), there w€is a rumour that Patiala 
wanted to pay a tribute but nothing was heard of it later. On December 26, 
1835, Bushby sent an extract from the Court of Directors demanding an 
account of the tribute levied from the different chiefs under his control. 
(B. N* 35, L. N. 92). In reply. Clerk declared that no tribute was paid by any 
Cis-Sutlej Chief (B. N. 62, L. N. 5). 
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Having discussed the principles underlying the policy of lapse, 
I now turn to the estates and estate which partially or wholly escheated 
to the British Government. They were: Thanesar, Lashkar-Khan-ki-Sarai, 

Sadaura, estates of Megh Singh of Buria and Chawla Siugh J emeraya, 
Malik, Gadauli, Bubbeal, Tira, Majra, Ferozepur and the two states 
Jind and Kaithal. The Cis-Sutlej estates of Gaukpur and Mustafabad, 
and the Simla Hill States of Baghat and Jubbal were first taken over 
but later on restored to the claimants. I shall be dealing with Thanesar, 
Ferozepur, Jind, Kaithal, Baghat and Jubbal in this chapter, while 
the treatment of others would be found as Appendix to this Chapter 
at the end.i 

(1) Thanesar. 

This estate was originally conquered by Mit Singh. On his 
death it was divided between his nephew, Bhag Shigh and Bhanga 
Singh. The former, inspite of his being the elder brother, got only 

two-fifths as his share, while the other secured the remaining three- 
fifths. 


Bhanga Singh was followed by his son, Fateh Singh, who died 
in 1819. At his death, his mother. Mai Jian, assumed the Cliiefship, 
Later on, having become old, she devolved it on her two daughter-in- 
law — Chand Kunwar and Rup Kunwar — who were confirmed in the 
possession of the estate on the Mai Jian, on June 10, 1836.* 


1. Please see pages. 

2. This case has been discussed in Chapter H of the monograph. 

See, Clerk to Fraser, May U, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 21. 

Clerk to Martin, December 18, 1831, B. N. 77, L, N. 114. 

Clerk to Metcalfe. June 18, 1826, B. N. 82, L. N. 106. 

Met^fe to Clerk, July 16# 1836, B. N. 36| lii'N. 66. 'u 
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Bhag Singh had four sons—Mehtab Singh, Gulab Singh, Punjab 
Singh and Baz Singh. He was succeeded by the eldest Mehtab Singh, 
on whose death hie widow Rattan Knnwar tried to secure the Cliiefahip 
But she was deposed, after a brief struggle, by the second brothev. 
Gulab Singh. He was the Chief of Thanesar at the time of the first 
con trol of the British Government.^ He died in 1822 and was succe^ dcd 
by his only surviving brother Punjab Singh, as Baz Singh had. died 
leaving a son, Jamiyat Singh ;2 Punjab Singh held the Chieff.hip till 

1823 only ; at his death Jamiyat Singh became the Chief of T^aanesar.^ 
He died in December 1831, at the young ago of twenty-five.'* 


Clerk, reporting his death, to the Resident, stated that ho had 
died childless leaving two widows, one of whom was stated to be pre^^ 
nant. She was the first wife. Clerk thought that it would be just and 
proper to admit the widow of Jamiyat Singh to the n’.anageraent of the 
estate, and, should she not produce a son, to the Cbiefship.s Clerk, in 
his suggestion, was being guided by the example of Mai Jian, the ruler 


h Clerk to Fraser. M ay 14, 1832, B. N. 78,1,. N. 23. 


2 . 


Murray, in a letter to Hawkirrs, the Resident, painted a very black picture of 
Jamiyat Smgh. He observed : - Jamiyat Singh may be characterised as a 
reckleea and furious persou, totaUy void of all feelings of humanity, senseless to 
every .dea of right and wrong and generally in a state of inebriety The re 

b«i that his share m the city of Thanesar was made over to the Mai. who gave 
^ certain other villages in exchange. He was also said to have murdered a 
y o twelve years and was living a very dissolute life (B. N. 76 L N 32J 

October 16, 1830). ^ 


3, Elliott to Murray, February 16,1824, B. N. 24, L. N. 27. 

4. Clerk to Martain, December 18. 1831, B. N, 77, L. N. 114, 

6. Clerk says :<• For whatever doubts may exist regarding the rights of widow 
claimant where coUateral heirs are to be found, the Sikh customs unquestion- 
ably prescribe such sucoession to Chiefship in default of other heirs.” Ibi4 
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of three-fifths of XhAQesar. In the event of the son bung born^ ehe was 
V:> be allowed to act as regent during the minority, subject in some 
^ legree to the authority of Mai Jian, whose administration was of a very 

ht^ gh order. 

Adverting to the customs prevailing in the family of Thanesar 
which .was a Chiefship of the Manjha Sikhs. Clerk observed: “There is 
a rule 01" inheritance in the Thanesar family that is peculiar to them as 
ManjhaSk'khs. for it is in fact the distinguishing law of inheritance pre¬ 
vailing amo ng those of the House of Phul. This is the acknowledgement 
of exclusive rights of primo-geniture and the consequent non-subdivision 
of the patrimo.nial possessions among brothers/'* That was why ho had 
taken the liberty" to suggest the nomination of the elder widow to the 
Sardari, presumin^'T Government might admit the expediency of preserv¬ 
ing the estate entirt>. Finally, Clerk added that, if she did not produce 
the child, the estate nnight become an escheat to the Supreme Govern¬ 
ment on her death. 

Martin, the Resideiivt. replying,* quoted the orders of the Secre- 
tary at Calcutta who had remarked : “ The deceased having died 
leaving two widows, where of tihe elder is “ enceinte ” it will be neces- 
ary to consider the succession in abeyance unless it shall be ascertained 

whether a son is forthcoming to oKdm the inheritance. 




1, This anomaly had also been observed by Murray whe had pointed out how 
Bhag Singh was succeeded by his eldest son, Mebtab Singh, while the, .oth^ 
sons received small Jagirs for their maintenance. 

See, Bt N* 74, L, N. 217* , 


2. Martin to Clerk, January 10, 1832, B. N* 33, L, N. 6i 
Frinaep to Martin, January 2,1832, B, N* 32, p# 27, 
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Meanwhile Clerk received a nnmber of applications from widow 
oUimants. The first to represent her case was Prem Kunwar, widow 
of Punjab Singh, uncle and predecessor ot Jamiyat Singh. But, as 
Clerk pointed out, Murray had discussed her claims and rejcctrd them, 
when she had claimed to inherit the estate after the death of her hufj- 
bandj More applications followed uutil the elder widow of Jamiyat 
Singh, who was pregnant, was delivered of a still-born child.* As Jamiyat 
Singh had left no child or brother, other widows also came forward 
with their claims. Among these wore Rup Kunwar, widow of Guluh 
Singh, Rattan Kunwar, widow of Mehtab Singh, Nand Kunwar, widow 
of Baz Singh and the mother of Jamiyat Singh and Khem Kaur, widow 
’of Jamijat Singh. All widows had fixed provisions; for example, 
Rattan Kunwar enjoyed a grant of Hs. 8000 a year, others were also in 
receipt of allowance, though not on such a liberal scale. In fact, out 
of the annual income of Rs. 35000 of Bhag Singh*s estate, about 
Re. 17000 were allotted to the widow* of his successessors. Clerk's view 
was that if Thanesar were to be treated as private property, instead of 
Chiefship, the widow and mother of Jamiyat Singh would have the best 
claim ; in fact, they would be entitled to divide the inheritance between 
themselves. But that being not possible, he recommended that the 
widows and mother of Jamiyat Singh be granted provision, like other 
widows, while the Chiefship itself ** be considered to have lapsed and 
the British Government be declared the successor to this portion of 

Thanesar, the entire lauds of which Ilaqa yielding a lakh of rupees per 
annum must now escheat for want of heirs as these several females 

decease/*® 


Colebrooke to Miirray, November 22,1827, B. N. 27 L. N. 277, 

Murray to Colebrooke. April 12* 1828, B. N. 75, L. N. 58, 
Colebrooke to Murray, April 15, 1828, B. N. 28, L* N. 80. 


Clerk to Martin, January C, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 3. 

2, Clerk to Fraser, May 14, 1832, B- N. 78. L. N. 23. 

3. JM. 


s 
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The orders of Government, conveyed to Clerk in October 

1832,^ were ; **.under consideration of all the circumstances of the 

case, His Honour in Council is disposed to adopt that.in consequence 

of the failure of heirs male, the Chiefship escheats to the British 
Government as the Paramount power. It appeared to the Vice- 
President-in Council to be clear that the Chiefship did not belong to 

other party and that under an equHl division of the territory among the 

four claimants, the Chiefship would be abolished or rather that the 

British Government would have to exercise the duties of Chief without 
any resource to meet the necessary expense on that account/' The 
ice. resident in Council therefore, conceived that the widows of the 
aet Chief should be allowed a provision out of the revenues of the ’ 
estate, equal to the highest amount received by any of the widows of 
the former Chiefs but the estate was to escheat to Government. 


In regard to the estate of Jamiyat Singh, Clerk stated that it 

comprise twenty eight villages including a portion of the town of 

I T"', T Chief., 

..TanM ^ *^*'"*' to the ag«i aod the poor 

i “^^“ ‘t peoe of aaoetity, and Clerk wanted Government'e 

.netmehon. » ,h. „....r.. The S.rd.r had left lltU. p.r...al prop^' 
.„ept her... and oattl.. The widow., hk. fhoe. of 


1 . 


Fraser to Clerk, October 24. 1832, B. N. 32, L. N. 99 . 

Swinton to MacnaghteD. October I, 1832. B. N. 32, p. 367-69. 

This letter of Swinton, Chief Secretary to Government of India dated 

October 1. 1832, ia also quoted by Clerk in his letter to Metcalfe, June 4 iftaa 
(B. N. 81, L. N. 70, p. 34). 

2. Clerk to Fraser, November 18, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 78. 

In a letter of August 6, 1833. Clerk again appealed to Government to 

fr administration and revenue of Thanesnr. 

(B, N. 7», L. N. 67). Earlier be had written that, owing to the mis-rule oC the 

1^ Ohiefa and the consequent suffering of the people, the management of 

XbAQOSftr took HajlI /%f htm jd ikT itA TV 


« 
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uncle., were to be given provision in land as they wore not willing to 
accept even a higher provision in money.* Clerk discharged the eipen- 
eive establishment kept by tlie Sardar. 


The widows of Jamiyat Singh petitioned Fraser praying him to 
ask Clerk to stop the sale of the personal property of tlieir husband 
pleading that other widows were still enjoying the personal property 
left by their husbands. Fraser directed Olerk to suspend the sale.* In 
another letter of the same date, he made three queries from Clerk^:^ 
(») What amounts of pension were enjoyed by the widows of the 

former Chiefs respectively ? {it) Whether on the death of the older 
brothers of Jamiyat Singh, their personal property devolved on the 
Chiefs who succeeded them or was placed in the possession of their 

widows. (in) Whether the latter continued to reside in the houses 
formerly occupied by their husbands. 

Clerk's reply^ to both letters was that the sale of the pro- 
perty of late Jamiyat Singh could not be stopped because his first 
letter had arrived late. He admitted that some personal property 
had been sold off but only to meet his debts, that the entire sale 
amounted to Rs. 2100 and that he had paid due regard to the 
reasonable claims of the widows who were given the possession of 
gold and silver ornaments, etc. He also submitted the amount of 


1. As Clerk said : “ They prefer their consequence to their comfort,** 

2. Fraser to Clerk, December 16, 1832, B. N. 32, L, N. 122. 

3. Fraser to Clerk, December 15. 1832, B. N. 32. L. N. 124. 

4. Clerk to Fraser, December 18, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 84. 

Clerk to Fraser, December 27, 1832, B, N. 78, L. N. 87. 



[ 126] 


Jagira enjoyed by the former Sardarnis of Thanesar.^ Clerk stated, 
in regard to the second query, that Jamiyat Singh had no brothers 
but was preceded in the Cbiefship by his three uncles. Of these, 
the eldest had died previous to 1809 ; on the death of the next 
Chief, Gulab Singh, all his personal property, except horses and 
elephant was given to hie widows ; horses and elephants, appertaining 
to the Chiefflhip, descended to his successor Punjab Singb ; on bis 
death, the same passed to . Jamiyat Singh. To the third query. 
Clerk replied that all the widows resided in the villages allotted 

to them. 

a 

Clerk made further inquiries* into the sale of Jamiyat 
Singh's personal effects and stated that it took place at Thanesar, 
and was conducted by the Dandi, who always conducted such 
sales. Things were sold at a fair price ; some of them fetched 
more than their value, especially horses and guns. The Sardarnis 
had made a false complaint. Clerk further said that horses, 
elephants and guns were the appurtenances of the Sardari. They 
hod been considered so by Ochterlony also. Money realized was 
paid to liquidate the debts of the late Chief, and C lerk quoted the ' 





Clerk gave the foliowiug figures ;— 

Village Debkari held by Cband Kunwar, widow of Bhag Sidgh. 

Bore and other lands held by Rattan Kunwar, widow of Mehtab 
fiiogh. (subsequently married to Qulab Singh). 

Gulabgarh, held by Bup Kunwar, Mehtab Singh’s other widow, 

luneisur held by Sahib Kunwar, Gulab Singh’s widow. 

Bunona held by Rup Knnwar, Qulab Singh's other widow. 

Churri held by Ratten Kunwar, Fonjab Singh’s widow, 
longa Kheri held by Prem Kunwar, Punjab Singh’s other widow. 


Rupees. 

... 300 

... 600 
... 100 

... 1000 
... 600*' 
... 700 
... 600 


8. Clerk to Fraser, May 7,f N. T9; hi M.* 80i 
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example of Dya Kanwar of Jagadhari, whose debts were cleared 
out of the revenues of the lapsed lands. Clerk added satirically 
that it had not occurred to him that in succeeding to the estate 
of a deceased Chief, Government would feel itself absolved from 
the liability of paying off his debts. 

Clerk went on to say that the Sardarnis were not prepared 
to take charge of the cattle, which Fraser wanted to be givtn to 
them. They insisted that they should be restored to the whole 

estate. They claimed many shops, houses gardens, etc. which Clerk 
could not trace. He, therefore, asked Fraser to depute the agents 
of the Sardarnis to Ambala to state wher<i and what the purchased 
property in land was, which they would lay claim to.' Chrk added 
that the Sardarnis had never before brought forward such a claim 
as had been advanced on their part by their agents at Delhi. 
When he questioned the family vakil, stationed at Ambala, he 
denied all knowledge of any such purchases made by Jamiyat Singh. 
The Sardarnis were so greatly offended that they refused to accept 
the provision of certain villages granted to them by Government.* 
But Thanesar was not given to them and unlike the bigger half, 
was taken over by the British Government, 


1. Their Vakil—Imam Baksh—was at Delhi in August. (B. N< 79, L.N. 67). 

2. Clerk to Fraser, August 6, 1833, B. N. 79, L .N. 67. 

It has not been possible to find any thing more about the 
Sardarnis but they would have ultimately accepted the provision and reconciled 
themselves to the escheat. Their grouse was well-founded as in the 

other half,.widows were ruling. Tho reaao n of this change of policy was 
Qovexiuzient*8 dislike of the female rule. 



i 
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(2) The Estate of Ferozepur. 

On Octbor 4, 1835,^ Clerk reported the demise of Sardarni Laoh- 
naan kunwar of Ferozepur. In compliance with a suggestion from 
Wade, he had deferred taking any measure for the occupation of this 
small but important territory, than by deputing a native officer to 
superintend its administration until the orders of Goverment. 


The place being of strategic importance had been under the eye 

both of the British Government and Maharaja Ranjit Singh.^ The 
latter had advanced a claim to his supremacy over Ferozepur even 
earlier, but it had been i ejected by Government.® The lapse of 
Ferozepur was now deferred in deference to the wishes of the Maha- 
raja;^ Wade being of opinion “that it will be only showing a proper 
respect to the feelings of the Lahore authorities to postpone the 
formal occupation of the territory, until the receipt of the orders 
of the Government/' 


1. Clerk to Macalfe, October 4. 1836, B.N.81, L.N.109- 

I 

It M interesting to note that in 1828 Mai Laohhman kunwar had ex¬ 
pressed a desire to exchange Ferozepur for lands in Buria, but Govermnent 

had declined to accept the suggestion. 

Murray to Colebrooke, AprU 21, 1828, B. N.76 L. N. 66. 

Colebrooke to Murray, June 6, 1828, B. N. 28, LJJ, 128. 

2. Hurray had observed s The post of Ferozepur from every point of view seems 

of the highest importance to the British Governmet, whether aa a'eheek on 

the growing ambition of Lahore or as a post of oonsequenoe”. 

2. Maonaghten to Wade, May 23, 1836, B. N. 118, L. N. 78. 

* 

> 

4 . Clerk to MetoaljTe, Ootober 4, 18S5, B. N. 81, L. IT. 108. 


s 


Cn Xovcn^^er 21, 1835,' ^fctcalfe sent to Clerk a copy of a des¬ 
patch from the officiating Secretary, Agra Goverument, in which it was 
mentioned that the Supreme Government lad decided to place the 
management of the lapsed territory under Wade, the Agent at 
Ludhiana.® 

In 1838, Jhanda Singh and Chanda Singh, the nephews of Dhanna 
Singh,the husband of Mai Lachhman Kunwar brought forward their claims 
for the Chiefship of Ferozepur.® Already, their elder brother's-Baghel 
Singh’s—claim had been rejected ; hence their claims could not be con- 


L Metcalfe to Cierk, November 21. 183s, B. N. 35, L. N. 81. 

Scott to Metcalfe, November 10, 1835, B. N. 35. p. 689. 

The Sardarni hod mode repeated complaints ogainst the conduct of 

% 

Lahore Authorities to the Political Agent, Ambula. 

In 1828. Maharaja Ranjit Singh bad removed the complaints of Surdurni, 

on Murray’s taking interest in the matter iB.N. 75, L. N. 7.) 

See Murray to Colebrooke, March 1, 1828, B. N. 75, L. N. 26. 

Murray to Hawkins, October 24. 1829, B- N. 70, L. N. 90. 

Murrey to Wade, August 6, 1830, B. N. 76, L. N, 286. 

2. There are two letters written by Wade in 1836, which tell us something 
about Maharaja Bonjit Singh’s attitude towards this lapse. For example, 
when Wade sent Wackeson to apprise him of the annexation, the Maharaja 
said that the occupation of a place so near his capital was disagreeable to him 
although later on he apparently abandoned his position (B. N. 142, L. N. 27). 
Writing a month later. Wade reported the death of Baghel Singh, the pre- 
tender to Ferozepur, whose claims were being supported by Ranjit Singh. 
Wado added that the Lahore Sardara were trying to persuade the Manaraja 
that the British occupation of Ferozepur was likely to prove injurious to his 

interests. He concluded 1 “.but he is able to view the subject in its true 

light and feeling assured that there is little use in attempting to divert our 
Government from the claim of supremacy which we have long advanced to 
a place, the possession of which is known to be an object of some interest to 
us ’*• (I*. N. 33). 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, July 16, 1838, B. N. 38, L. N. 36. 

Ferozepur was conquered by Sardar Gurbaksh Singh who gave it to 
his second son Dhanna Singh* In 1818, he died and was succeeded by his 
widow, Lachhman Kunwar, who died on September 28, 1835. In 1820, 
Baghel Singh, the nephew of Dhanna Singh, seized Ferozepur, but the 
British Government forced him to give up the conquered territory. He then 
claimed the Chiefship but bis claim was rejected by the British Government. 
Now bis younger brothers—Jhanda Singh end Chanda Singh—revived their 
claims, Baghel Singh having died in 1836. 
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sidered favourably. On August 10, 1838,^ Metcalfe asked Clerk to 
forward all the relevant orders relating to Baghel Singh's claim. 

On August 21, 1838,® Metcalfe again wrote to Clerk that he could 
fK>t discover any proof that Bagh 1 Singh’s claim had ever been brought 
to the notice of Government although the despatch ef Macnaghten and 
his own letter of August 10, led one to suppose that the question 
had been finally disposed of “and consequently the grounds of the 
Government’s decision, disallowing the claims of Baghel Singh, are 
now applicable to those now advanced by bis sons—Jhanda Singh 
and Chanda Singh.^" 

It was on December ft, 1838;^ that Metcalfe for^yarded to 
Clerk a copy of Macnaghten’s letter dated Novenaber 24, 1838,- 
Which finally disposed of the claims advanced by Jhanda Singh 
®nd Chanda Singh. After describing their right to inherit no 
Way admissible”, it went on to elucidate the point as follows 
'‘The claimants are descendants of Duna Singh, to whom his father, 

Gurbaksh Singh assigned possessions on the Northern bank of the 
Sutlej, making, over to his second son Dhanna Singh, Ferozepur and its 


1. Metcalfe to CIorkrB. N, 38, L. N. 44. 

Metca fe also sent an extract of a letter front Secretary Torrens to- 

Captain Wade, in which it was stated that the claim of Baghel Singh had 

be«n disallowed by Government after due consideration and that the 

Governor-General was anxious to find whether any new oirourastances had 

been brought to light which should alter the View then taken of the Case 
(B. N. 38, p. 224). 

Metcalfe to Clerk, B. N. 38, L, N. 61. 

3, Metcalfe described Jhanda Singh and Chanda Singh as the soiw of Bhagef 
Singh, but they were his younger brothers and like B»gh 5 l Singh the nephew s 
of Dhanna Singh. 

4. Metcalfe to Clerk. Deceinber 6, 1838. B. N. 38. U N. 85» 

Macnaghten to Metcalfe, November 24, 1838, B. N. 38, p. 393. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, September 17, 1838, B. N, 38, L. N. 62. 

Maonogbten to Metcalfe, September 1, 1838, B. N. 38, p. 292. 

Macnaghten referred to the letter of Wade of May 25, 1836, kx bi» 
comBQunieation to Metcalfe. 


lantis as a sepatotc allotment, and a dibtiiKt enure 
according to the Hindu L;.\v and Sihh custcms, two 
tinct families. 


‘constituting, 
^^••pan.te and dis- 


On Dlninna Singh's death, this srparated portion of Gurb.ksh 

Singh’s acquisitions came into the possession of ids wife I aehh 
Kaur and on her decease lapsed to the British Government. The nc ihews 
ofDhanna Singh have clearly no right to the separated propertv^If 
their uncle and their claim is disallowed accordingly." Thus Herozepur 
passed into British huiids.^ 


1. Lawrence also referred to tho escheat of Feroiopur in hie Report on Kaithai 

in justifying the lapse of the latter. In this oonneo t ion. he remarked The 

estate of Ferozepur.was resumed.though a nephew of the last ('hief 

claimed it and though.there are brothere of the late Chief Dhaimn 8in'^| 

alivetothiBday in the Punjab, the grounds of escheat being that the Sikh 
conqueror of Ferozepu* had during his life-time end before the date of 
British supermacy divided his estate among his five eons giving Ferozepur 
to Dhanna Singh on whose death accordingly his widow Lachhman Kaur 
was allowed to succeed, and although during her absence on pilgrimage for 
two or throe years, her husband’s nephew Baghel Singh gained admittance 
and held tho territory till her return, when forced by the British and Lahore 

Governments to yield it up to the widow who held it till her death, when the 
British Government took fosseesion B. N. 88.4, p. 840. 

Undoubtedly, the decision in Ferozepur case was due to its strategic 

value; Cunningham remarked in a footnote : “.Government subsequently 

decided.that certain collateral heirs.could not succeed, according to 

Hindu Law and Sikh usages no right of descent existed after a division bad 
taken place. So uncertain, however, is the practice of the English, that 
one or more precedents in favour of the Ferozepur claimants might readily 
be found within the range of cases connected with the Sikh states.” (p. 144), 

Griffin also observed I ** If Sardar Sarup Singh of Bazidpur. a second 
cousin of Raja Sangnt Singh, was held to have any title to Jind, it does 
not appear on what grounds the claim of the nephews of the Chief of 
Ferozepur was disallowed. The only satisfactory explanation appears to be 

that.Ferozepur was a position which they had long desired to obtain as a 

n^itary post,” 


The Laws of Inherivonce to Chiofships^ p. 96. 
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(3) jlND, 

Perhaps the most interesting case which occurred during the 
period of Clerk's agency was that of Jind, Isading to its partial lapse 
and the succession of a collateral.^ 

In Clerk's days. Raja Sangat Singh was ruling Jind, having 
succeeded his father. Raja Fateh Singh on February 3, 1832. He 
being then only eleven years old, his mother, Mai Sahib Kunwar, had 
acted as Regent.^ 

As he grew up, he did not prove to be a good ruler. His 
oppressive rule greatly annoyed the English authorities. In 1832, 
Clerk had to write to Fraser about the mal-administration prevailing in 
Jind in order to secure his support to the protest he was forwarding to 
the Raja.3 He considered Jind as the worst of the ill-managed states. 

Another case of dis-satisfaction aginst Raja Sangat Singh was 

his friendship with Maharaja Ran jit Singh, who was very fond of him. 
It was unpalatable to British officials that a Ci«-Sutlej Chief, under 
their protection should pay frequent visits to him.^ But that could not 
be helped. After all, the Maharaja was his relative, being the son of 
Raj Kaur, sister of Raja Bhag Singh, the grand-father of Sangat 
Singh. 



1. For the purpose of clearly understanding the ease, one should be familiar with 
the geneologioal (able of the Jind House given in Appendix II to Chapter III, 
page. 


2. Rope to Swinton. February 7, 1822; B. N 70, N. 96. 
Middleton to Bose, April U, 1822, B. N. 22, L. N. 30. 

3. Clerk to Fraser, May 28, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 27. 


4. 


Government did iiot even like his oorreapondenoe with the Ruler of liahore, 
though almost aU the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs hkd their at the 3lkh d(>urt. 

Mu^y, writing to the Rwidiht oh July 12, 1829, had abated that had 
asked the Faof the Chiefs, stationed at Ambala, to keep him infdtmed 
of all negotiations between their inaaters and the ruler of Lahore. . (B. N, 76, 
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On October 25, 1834, Clerk reported to Fraser that Sangai 
Singb had gone again to Lahore, as he had been invited to join the 

Dussehra celebnitions there-atlcast that was what his agent had told 

'Clerk 1 The Raja himself had written, informing him of tlic proposed 

visit only six days before the festival while Clerk had received it when 

•only four day^ had been left.* Wade, the Agent at Ludhiana, hnd not 
as yet been apprised of the visit that Sangat Singh contemplated 

paying, nor had he been aware of any wish on the the part oi Ranjit 

Singh to receive Sangat Singh. Again, the Vakil of Lahore had met 
Olerk and it was obvious from the expression made use of by the Vakil 
that there was little inclination on the Maharaja’s part to see Raja 
Sangat Singh at his court ; and that certainly he had then exf)ressed no 
such desire.^ Clerk believed that the state suffered from neglect heciuse 
the Raja did not pay any attention to its.affairs. Moreover, his demcan- 

•our was considered so objectionable by Clerk that he had thought it 

proper to bring it to the notice of Government- 

was while returning from this visit to Lahore that death came 
to Sangat Singh on November 3, 1834, at Bisia.^ He was then twenty- 
three only, but a debauched life had undermined his health. He died 
rssueless and also had no brother. His paternal relations were the descen- 
'dents of Bhup Singh, third son of Raja Gajpat Singh and the younger 
brother o4 Raja Bhag Singh. Bhag Singh was the second son and 


1. Clerk -to Fraser. October 25, 1834. B. N. 80, L. N. 182. 

■2, The Kaga had written that the Maharaja bad sent a servant for that 
purpose. 

■3. ‘Clerk failed to appreci^^e the regard which Ranjit Singh had for Sangat Singh, 
Ae is well koowEi, the latter woe present in the latter’s suite in the famous 
Rupar interview of October 1831. 

4. Clerk to Fraser, November 6, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N. 196- 
Wade to Clerk, No\’omber 6, 1834, B. N. 101, L. N 62. 

He was in good health a day before but intoxicated as usual in 
the evening. lo the morning, a short time before his death he complained 
■of feeling unwell. He was then at Basis and was advised to return to Sangrur, 

a 

fie set out but expired before he bad passed the gate of Basis 
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r of Gajpat Singh and the grand-father of the deeeasfed. Bhup 
Singh had obtained in 1789 Bodrukian and seven dependent villages^ 
which were a separated pcrtion of the Jihd territory.^ 

Clerk, addressing a letter of condolence to* Mai' Sahib Knnwar,, 
Sangat Singh's mother, fold her“ that the adminfstratfon of the affairs 
of Jind will continue with her until the instructions of the Supreme 
Government may be received." As she hid conducted the administra¬ 
tion once before during her son's minority, Clerk apprehended no incove- 
nience to the state from this management.^ 

The orders of Government to whom the case had been referred 

were conveyed in February, 1836,® and were : .. Tfte Right 

Honourable the Governor-General of India in Council has been pleased 

to direct that the descendants of Bhiip Singh-have been provided 

for by a separate portion of the Jind territory, they have no just 
claims for the Chiefship, 

■Whether or not the widows of the deceased Ra]a are entitled 
to a life interest is in the opinion of the Govemoj-General. m point for 
consideration—the Rani-mother may be continued in the management- 
as at present. 

Should the claims set up by the widows be disallowed, the whole 
of the Chiefship will be sequestrated on account of Government and it 


1. Bhup Singh had got two sons ; Karam Singh, the elder, who died in 1817 ; 
Baaeawa Singh, the younger, who died in 1880. Karam Singh bad one aon— 
8arup Singh ; Baasawa Singh had two eons—Sukha Singh and Bhagwan Singh. 
Ab we eball see both Sarup Singh and Sukha Singh put forward their olaima, 

Sangat Singh’e two uncles, Partab Singh and Mehtab Singh had died 

in 1816, without heire j only the former had left a widow, Bhagbhari, who 
alee claimed the Jind * gaddi *• 


2. Clerk to Fraser, Kovember 6, 1834, B. N, 80, L. N. 196, 

3. Fr.Ber to Clerk. Fefcruary 8, 1836, B. N. SB, L. N. 9. 

Beeretary to Agra Government to Metcalfe. January 21, 1886. B. N. 86, p. 49.60. 
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^vill then bfeopen to Maharaja Ranjit Singh to p„t in his ch 

^atates^-h.ch he may himself have conforrcd upon the farnilv • 

The referctice to grants made bv Ranji Si, . , 

'family avas due to the claims wldd. ' the Maharl i 
through Wade, who was incharge of his Cis-Snu!;^ ,0 f 

■wrote a letter to Cleric relating to the above grants a 1 
suggested that Saugat Singles death 1 

tiegotiatingthe cessioh of Ludhi-.nn, whici? 1 "l 

replied that the considenition of the 1 ’e onget to Jmd. Clerk 

«„ ,h.. ,h. ,1”: ,r:; ■■ 

now belonging to Jmd-t Clerk had 1 certain P.irganas 

Maharala on pnnciple and observed hor tl^rrmsh IT '' "'t 

.ompatable with their entire dependencTon tieZr;' " ‘"■ 

According to Clerk it would be vain for the Maharaja -to a,l 

trance a claam to the allegiance and service of the Protected st te 

1 1 r; inconsistency 

.f assuming a right to resume lands, the possessors of which st o,i 

in a position towards British Government that totally prec de 

tnem from the performance or even the acknowledgment of anv 

•of the duties of submission to another."^ In other words Clerk de 
.be righ. ol Ee„ji. Si„.„ .» ' 




aerk to Wade, Novewber 26. 1834, B. N. 86, L. N. 257 . 

Ranjit Singh claimed all the eatatea granted to Ji 

Baja Bhag Singh which meant Ludhiana, Bias, Morindi 

im and Halwara, Talwandi, moiety of Mndki an. 
after 18C9. 


from the time of 
etc., grantej before 
Ghyaspur, bestowed 


2 . He referred to the case of Dhana Singh'a lands in 1811 when the Snpren e 
Government had objected to sneh grants being made by the Ualiaraja unless 
be made them without reservatioa of service aad allegiance 

•8. €lork to Wade, November 25, 18'J4, B. N, 80. L. N. -.-57. 

^ Wade to Clerk, November 15, 183t, B. N. lOI, L. N. 65. 


fo ffie Jind family*^ But that was-^pot the view of the- Supmne; 

Gove.'nment. 

Regarding the cession- of Ludhiana^he agreed with Wade, that 
the time was opportune to get its cession, or if. that was. not pos-^ 
sible to negotiate its session on the basis of an exchange of 
territory. He desired to give some lands situated between the Sutlej, 
and, the Jumna, out of the escheated estates, in Ueu of the 
lands around the town of Ludhiana,, including the land of the 
English cantonment, so as to make their position " less embarassing, 
and anomalous”*. Clerk also wrote to Fraser to that effect and 
referred him to the letter of Wade who had pointed out a mode 
reconciling the Jind s^iithorities tO" th^ cession^ of- Ludh i fl n ft. 


That was alec the coiyteAtion of Miitray Writing on* Juno 18W Murray 

drew the Resident’a attention to the grant of certain villager soiith. of the> 
Sutiej by Ranjit Singh to the Jind ruler for whi&h the lette* agreed to- 
pey tribute. According to him, this arrangement was not fair to th^ British 
Oovernment, under whose proteotim the Raja of Jind was. (B. W. 76» 
L. 109). He also wrote to the Ba/a of Jind to-the same effec^, poinMng 
out the sense of impropriety of his conduct (B. K. 76, I*. N. 167). 

2. It should be abded here that 600 rupees per mensem were paid by theGovorm 
ment to the Jind Ruler for the occupation of Rudbiona by the British 
Government. (B. H. 16. R. N. 21). 

iti December 1836, Metcalfe forwarded copies of corroepondenco 
exchanged between Wade and Supreme Govermuent. Wade had desired that 
the ancestral portion of Jind should be placed under Clerk, but the granted 
portion of the state should be managed by him, as it would ^lay the 
« feelings and prejudices ** of Ranjit Singh. Government authorised Wade 
to be in charge of Ludhiana and its dependent 46 villages while Ranjit Singh 
was to be informed that he would be placed in possession of the territory to 

which he could prove his right, 

Jfetcslfe to Clerk> December 10, 1836, B. N. S6, L. N. 84, 

Scott lo Metcalfe, November 26,1836, B. N. 36, p. 712. 

M^sionaghten to Scott November 19. 1836, B. 36, p. 712. 

Wade to Macnaghten, B. N. 36. ,P- 71S-,U.| 

Mooneghten to Wade, Optpter 19, ,1856, N. 36, p. 714.16. 
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which would seem to divest the subject of some of its difficulties^ 
Clerk also added that he had suggested for cession the lands of the 
otcheaUd rstates ami that there were also lands lying continuous to the 
Jind border within the Delhi territory, which could be offered in lieu 
of Ludhiana. But the whole position changed by the decision of Govern, 
ment conveyed to Clerk, in a letter by Metcalfe, dated July 17, 1835." 


By this decision. Government treated the treaty of 1809 as the 
basis of its award. All grants made by Ranjit Singh to Bhag Singh 

before 1809 were treated as the possession of Jind which could not be 

returned to him as the Alaharaja could not claim, as lord paramount, 

any escheats south of the Sutlej, All grants made subsequent to 1809 

were to be treated as only transfers and. therefore, returnable to the 

Maharaja, who could not claim and had not claimed any service or alle- 




1 , clerk to Fraser, Decombor 20, 1834, B, N, 80, L. N. 237. 

•< 

CUerk wrote : ** The cjmmereial importaoee which the towu of Ludhiana 
js likely (o attain on the opening of the navigation of the Indue and the die* 
advantages of the arrangement aa at present eubsisting with the Jind state for 

the location of British troops in that quarter may make the Government 
desirous of availing itself of the present crisis in the affairs of Jind, to 
endeavour to obtain the cession of town and land immediately around it.*’ 

2. Metoalfe to Clerk, July 17. 1335, B. N. 36, L. N. 36. 

Scott to Metcalfe, July 8, 1835, B. N. 86, p» 373*74. 



giaiiosifroni the Jind Chiefs for those grants.^ t For example, I Ludhiana, 
Bfcsia, and Morinda, etc. granted to Baja Bhag Singh before 1809, J 
were , to be treated as a part of Jind principality ; Halwara, Talwandi, 

' ' 'i .. 1-: 

* 

‘ . ‘ • ' ' •. i h. n' 


/ 
. • 


Richmond in his letter to Currie, (B. N. 88A, L. N. 94, p.‘248-56), critically 
analysed the nature of grants made to Jind and other Cis-SutJej Chiefs by 
Ranjit Singh before 1809. Coming to the motives of these grants, Richmond 
ii was of the view that Ranjit Singh wanted to keep the Chiefs, pleased so that 
they might join him in a war against the English. Th^y were feudal in nature 

and when the English exfended their protection to the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs, the 

grants passer! into their possession, as the over-Iord of the Princes. That was 
why these grants were resumed in 1834 and not returned to Sarup Singh. As 
regards the grants after 1809, Richmond agreed with Clerk that they were 
**made without reservation of any kind as to service or allegiance”. 

In another letter, he remarks; **When these states were taken under our 
protection, a proclamation was issued to that effect by Sir David Ochterlony; 
the General transmitted a copy of the document to the Chiefs of Jind, 

Nabha and Ladwa, who had acquired districts through Ranjit Singh and also 
wrote to specially assure them that the lands so acquired were their fuUy as 

much as those acquired otherwise. Sir David Ochterlony did not report that he 
ad made this special assurance to Government, as he did not perhaps suppose 
any distinction would ever be drawn between these and other possessions 
of the Chiefs. The Chiefs had been the companions of Ranjit Singh and like 
ot er companions, whose alliance was of value at the time when they bad 
shared in the conf^erate conquests.” Richmond added that Government 
had pointed out to Ranjit Singh that all grants, made after 1809, must be 
considered as irrevocable and made without reservation of any kind” and 

that ho could not have the right to resume them. He observed: -.it 

008 not appear that Ranjit Singh or his successors ever proposed’ of them¬ 
selves to resume what he had given to our dependents.** (B. N, 88A, 
L. N. 97). 

So the decision of Government tdust'* he regarded as fair bordering 
on generosity. After all, Ranjit Singh, when making the grants, knew 
that the Cis-Sutlej Rulers were the dependents ‘ of ‘ the * ‘ 

Government. * 
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etc. given to the Jind Chief after 1809, were returnable to the Lahore 
ruler.‘ Clerk accordingly informed Wade on August 17, 1835, that he 
bad received the orders of Government directing the grants made by 
Ranjit Singh to be restored to him and that they would be delivered 
up whenever His Highness might appoint officers to receive thcm.^ 


The Maharaja was not satisfied with the decision, especially about 

the moiety of Mudki. Writing to Mefcalfe in March 1835.“ Clerk said 
the whole of Mudki was claimed by the Lahore authorities, though he 
himself was of the view that it was " clearly not so circums anced as to be 
liable to be transferred to Lahore under the order of Goverment.” The 
political Agent desired that the Lahore authorities should be called upon 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, July 7. 1836, B. N. 32, L. N. 3«. 

Metcalfe quoted the order of Govenmeot directing the transfer to Maharaja 
Ranjit Singh all poaseBsions granted by him to the family of the Jind Raja 
Bince the treaty of 1809. He was also asked to give a list of such posBessions. 
Replyi to the above on July 23, 1836, Clerk said that the granto given wore 
Halwara, Talwandi, a moiety of Mudki and a moiety of Ghyaspur with an 
aggregate revenue of Rs. 9000 per annum. The zemindars of Halwara and 
Talwandi enjoyed free grants which greatly reduced the revenue. 

(B.N.81. L.N. 86). 

See also. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B.N. 82, L.N.44, 

2. Clerk to Wade, August 17, 1835, B.N.Si, L.N, 152, 

Wade to Clerk, August 20, 1836, B.N. 102 L.N. 64. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 12, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 36. 

Clerk bad sent an officer to take possession of Mudki but the agent of Mai 
Sahib Kunwar hod refused to admit him. Meanwhile the agent of Maharaja 
Ranjit Singh had written to Wade to say that the whole of Mudki shoidd be 
• • ^ returned to the Sikh ruler. It waa asserted by Richmond that Mudki was 
given by Ranjit Singh as a free grant to Bhag Singh in 1817. (B. N, 88A, 

- L. N. 94), So, in accordance with the principle enunciated by Government, it 

should have been returned to liabore. 
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to substantiate their claims; if they remained silent, then it was clear 
that they could produce no proofs*. He appealed to Government 'to 
decide the question one way or the other so that he might make arrange¬ 
ment for the collection of revenue. Again Clerk, writing on June 28. 
1837,* said that Sarup Singh was exercising control on that half of Mudki, 
which was to be returned to Maharaja Ranjit 5ingh. It meant that 
the Sikh ruler had not till then taken possession of it. 

. ’ ' / ’ •i ur: '1,1 1 

Thus the Jind Chiefship comprised three kinds of territory. First 
Was that portion which had been acquired by Raja Gkjpat Singh, the 
founder of the Chiefship, comprising the Parganas of Jind and Suffedon.® 
and forming the main portion of Jind territ ry. Secondly, there were 
Parganas of Basia, Morinda, Ludhiana, etc. given to Raja Bhag Singh 
and his successors by Maharaja Ranjit Singh before 1809.® Thirdly, 



Clerk to Metcalfe, March 12. 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 36, 

Clerk is a little afraid that the Lahore ruler might prove his contention 
as he says : It would be useless to require Sahib Kunwar to deliver up a place 
to the entire possession cf which it may be possible the Lahore authorities can 
make out their claim.** 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe. June 28, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 26. 

♦ f 

Clerk wrote The villages of Talwandi, Halwara, and half ofGhyaa- 

pur are held in deposit for Banjit Singh.But His Highness delays his 

resumption of the places also when he prefers a claim to the whole or other 
portions of the Jind". .1 

3. The town of Suffedon waa claimed by one Mir Jamal Ali ; Clerk rejected his 

oleim* es it had belonged to Jind in 1809, when ^the 8ta|te ,was under 

, , BriUsh protection. | . f ; 

■ j4« ' Richmond in his letter of February 16, 1844, gives a . detailed c^oount of these 
acquisitions : Ludhiana waa given by Banjtt Singh in 1806 j Baaia in 1807 and . 

f ^ .Morinda also in the same year, for a money equivalent.. He quoted Murray who 

. In'had observed : ** AU these places wore aaquired by Jind before iwe dotennmed 
upon restraining Ranjit Singh." (R- N,' 8|AvW.'Mi'06^ 1 bin d. 




there was the last portion of Jind territory comprising Hsiwara Talwandi 
moiety of Mudki and Ghyaspur granted to Jind by Ranjii Singh af,e, 
1809 and which had been directed to be reliminisl.cd to Lal.ore ■ 


Clerk had been asked to give further information about Jind 
Replying on February 25. 1835. he traced the earlier history of 

the Chiefahip.* Sukhchain owned the estate of Ballawali ; his 
estate was extended greatly by his son. Gajpat Singh, who was able to 
occupy large tracts of land, subject to the supremacy of the Delhi Empire. 
His son. Bhag Singh, was also enabled to annex to the territory lands which 
he received on aeveral occasions from the ruler of the Puujab. Gajpat 
Singh possessed himself of Kirnal and subsequently of Jind ; Bhag 
Singh acquired Basia, Ludhiana, etc. Clerk then went on to compare 
the Chiefship of Thanesar with that of Jiud. The Thanesar Chiefs 
wrested the conquest from its former possessors by means of their 
own resources and they secured it without the supp -rt of any power 

of acknowledged superiority. They did no homage and continued to be 
independent until brought under the protection of the British Govern¬ 
ment. On the other hand, Gajpat Singh of Jind acknowledged the 

paramountcy of the Mughal power and thus acquired the principal por- 



1. Metcalfe to Clerk, July 17, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 36. 
Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B. N, 82, L. N. 44. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, February 12, 1835, B. N, 35, L. N, 9. 

3. j Clerk to Metcalfe. February 25, 1836, B. N. 81, L, N. 34- 
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tion of bis possessions. He had to paj tribute to the Imperial Govern* 
ment; if he failed to pay he was punished.^ Clerk said that when 
Thanesar, on failure of male heirs, could be treated as an escheat in 1832^ 
Jind could be resumed with much greater justice. He observed ; 

‘‘.there appears to be no grounds for now varying the rule which 

was considered applicable in that instance. On the contrary, the depen¬ 
dent position of Jind during the period when they acquired their 
territory or the power to whose supremacy the British Government 
succeeded, would seem to enjoin more forcibly than in the other case 
that attention to the future administration of the Chiefship which led to 
its sequestration at Thanesar in the hands of the Government Clerk 
then referred to benefits, which would follow to the people of Jind by 
the British occupation of the territoryand went to say that the opinion 
of several intelligent people in the states, regarding the Jind Chiefship, 
was clearly for such measures of preservat ion of the territory and ita 
people as were adopted under like circumstances in the Thanesar estate. 

In short, Clerk stoutly pleaded for the abolition of Jind Chiefship and 
resumption of its territory. 

! - 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 25, 1836, B. N. 81, L. N. 34. 

Clerk aaid For neglecting to remit a tribute of a lakh and half 
rupees, Najib Khan bad him carried a prisoner to Delhi where he was detained 
for three years *'• 

r-- 

2. He wrote : ** Sikh dominion is greatly dreaded. It is ruinous to the peasantry 

and lower order, as well ae regardless of the rights of the samtndars.llVi.I can¬ 
not but refer, however, to the vast importance of this crisis to the inhabi¬ 
tants of Jind territory.with the exception of a few rapacious farmers of 

the revenue and customs and the lawless oharaoters whc have established 
themselves during several years of misrule, they unanimously oont^plate 
with extreme apprehension any other disposition of their territory than that 
which may secure to them the blessing of security under British Law”* 
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If his ^riew wore to bo acoopted by Govornmont, he would wish 
tb»l the jointure of the widows be fix -d on the most liberal sack*. The 
provision of tbo widows in Thanosar was unequal; in the Jimi Chief 
ship, Clerk wanted it to be equal as fat as possible. There were three 
widows of Kaja Sungat Singh, two of hie father-Raja Fateh Singh; 
three, if not four, of Partap Singh, the younger brother of Fateh Singh 

and one of Mehtab Singh, another youuger brother of Feteh Singh—ten 

all.‘ 


in 


Metcalfe, in his letter of August 13, 1835, referred Clerk l(, the 
letter of the Secretary, Agra Government to himself, which gave the 
decision of the Government in the matter of Jind Chiefship in the following 
words..-* 


“lam directed by the Honourable the Lieutenant-Governor to 

request that you will instruct the Political Agent at A mbla to take 
possession of the Chiefship and furnish with the least possible delay a 

settlement of tbe revenue . and the expenses which are likely to be 

inourred in its management, 

The increase to the allowances of the widows proposed by Mr. Clerk 
appears to be very considerable and the final determination of the 
question regarding them has been suspended, until it shall be seen what 
are likely to be the net proceeds of the estate but Mr. Clerk may assure 
these ladies that a liberal arrangement will be made in their favour and 
in the meantime they will retain whatever lands they hold and whatever 
allowance they now receive’'. 


1. ■ Clerk wrote that the senior widow of Sangat Singh claimed the Cbiefehip while 

the other two were opposed to her claims ; similarly the senior widow 
Fateh Singh wanted the Chiefship while the other desired a partition. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk> August 13, 1835, B. N. 35, L- N. 47. 

Secretary Agra Government to Metcalfe, B. N. 35, p. 443-44. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, November 3, 1835, B. N. 35, L. N. 68. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, May 31, 1830, B. N. 30. U. N. 43. 
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The allowanoefl proposed by Clerk for^ 'the Jind ^dbws were 
thought to he so lai'ge,^ that Grovernment brought this fact not only 
to his notice but also to that of the Agent, Governor-General at Delhi. 
When Metcalfe sent the letter directing the transfer of the lands to 
Maharaja Ranjit Singh, he also drew the attention of Clerk to the 
yecond paragraph of the orders of the Government of Agra, dated 
July 8, 1835.® Again in a letter, the Secretary wrote to Metcalfe that 
the provision proposed by Clerk was thought to be unnecessarily large 
and asked him to propose the allowance for the widows if there had 
been a successor to the Raj.® Replying on March 8, 1836, Clerk stated : 
“ under such circumstances their dxed jointures might perhaps have not 

amounted to more than the half proposed by me, but.the Chiefship 

would have incurred a certain expenditure beyond the revenue of the 
villages assigned to them."^ 

When the orders of the Government arrived, Clerk proceeded to 
take possession of the Chiefship of Jind immediately. Writing to 
Metcalfe on September 16, 1835, he told him that he had asked 
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See Appendix III to Chapter III, pages... 

Metcalfe to Clerk, July 17. 1836, B. N. 36, L. N.'sO. 

Secretary Agra Government to Clerk, July 8,188B, B.'N. 36, p. 373, 
The second paragraph was as follows :— 
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** Should these orders render it expedient in the opinion of the Folitioal 
Agent at Ambala, to modify the propositions contained in his letter of the'12th 
ultimo as to the amount of jointures to be assigned to the widows of the 
late Raja of Jind, you will instruct Mr. Clerk to submit a revised statement 
of each jointures". In reply to it. Clerk said that the revenue of the lands 
being transferred to Ranjit Singh was only about Rs. 9000 per annum and, 
therefore, there was no necessity for modifying the provision of the widows. 
Clerk to Metcalfe, July 23, 1836, B. N. 81, L. N. 86. ^ 

3 . Metcalfe to Clerk, February 23. 1831, B, N. 36, L. N. 14. * 

Secretary Agra Government to Metcalfe. B. N. 36i p. 06. ' .1 

4. Clerk to Metoalfo, March 8, 1830, B. N. 88, L. N. 89. 
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Lieutenat - Colonel Skinner. Commanding at Hansi, to send a detachment 
of troops to Jind to enable him to carryout the orders ol Government 
in regard to that Chiefsiiip.> He also asked Skinner to sen<i two 
companies of Native intaiUry, one comp.iny of tiie Begam Sainru's 
and a Rissala of the Skinner’s Horse as those would be enough 
to over-awe the discontented Sikh soldiers or to rend. r futile their 
attempts at resistance.^ The next day, on the I 7 th September, he 
again \vrote to him to say that the infantry was not required as Mai 
Sahib Kunwar, having doubtless ascertained that troops had been 

sent for, had issued her orders for the withdrawal of her several 
Thanas.3 These displaced men would be dispersed by the force of 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, September Ifi, 1836, B. N. 81. L. N. 104. 

2. Clerk to Skinner, September 1C, 1836, B. N. 81, h. N. 164. 

Clork wrote 5 ** With a view to prevent the opposition, which it setms 

likely may he oifered by the Sikh «ol<iior8, in the service of the Jind family 
to the occupation of the fort of Jind and s'^veral other small forts of other 
Parganaa of this state, it is desirable that n detachment of your troops 
ebould join me. The soldiers in the Jimi service who can be assembled from 
their Thanae in the vicinity may number together with the garrison 
of about 500 Horses and 360 Sabandis. As yet no attempt has been made 
to enrol new troops for defence of the country, nor do I suspect Jiud 
Sardamis have any such intention. You will yourself be the best judge 
of the strength and nature of the detachment best calculated to effect 

speedily the occupation of the Thanes. 

3. Clerk to Skinner, September 17, 1836, B. N. 81, L. N. 66. 

Also see Clerk to Skinner, September 22,1835, B. N. 81, L. N* 166, 

Clerk explained to Metcalfe why he had to write to Colonel Skinner 
for troops. There used to be a Rissala of irregular Horse, but it hod been 
withdrawn and be wrote to Metcalfe that a cavalry force should be perma¬ 
nently stationed at Ambala, as no reliance could be placed on the forces 
of the Chiefs on such occasions <B. N . 81. L. N. 104). The Agra Government 
seemed to have been surprised at this information and asked Clerk to explain 
the circumstances and authority under which the Skinners Horse was with- 
. ' drawn and why the substitution had been found to be defective. (B. N. 36, 

LL. N. 63 and 66, October 14 and 28, 1836. 

* i shall h© elaborating this point in Chapter VI- 


Patiala, Kaithal and Nabha beyond the irontier of Jind but it was 

just possible that they might refuse to disperse. Moreover, the establish¬ 
ment of Thanas required a show of force and so he requested Skinner 
to send two companies of Begam Samru^s troops and one Rissala of 
the 1st Local Horse to Join him immediately. 


On the 19th, Clerk^ reported to Metcalfe, that Rani Sahib 
Kunwar had, withdrawn all her Thanas. She would have ndpne 
so at once on the receipt of the orders of Government, but her 
intentions were strongly opposed by the Jind troops and their 
leaders. These forces had been marched into the states of Patiala 
and Nabha. Clerk added that he had with him the orders of the 
Rani Sahib Kunwar for the transfer of several forts and Thanas 
in Jind and he hoped to introduce the British Police throughout 
Jind by the next day. The detachment coming from Hansi would 

f ^ • 11 1 

be distributed in such a way so as to support the police and 

keep a check on refractory villages. Clerk did not think that 

there would be any armed opposition but it was necessary to 

« 

inspire confidence in the people and that purpose would be admir- 

* , 

ably served by the presence of the Hansi detachment. Clerk added 
that he had established Thanas in the fort and town pf Jind. 
Some police force had to be maintained and therefore he had 

4 

requested Colonel Skinner to .ure 40 sawars and one toaffedar 
for the purpose.^ 
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1« Clerk to Metcalfe, September 19. 18:^6, B. N. 81, L. 106. 


2. 






Clerk wrote on Ootqbor 1(1, ,1836, that Cplonel Skinner h&d engaged one 
BUsaldar at Be. 60 per month* one Daffedar at Be. 30 per month, and 40 
Mivars at Ks.l8 per montha each. (B.N. 8|, L.N. 110). Two oompaniee o^Begam 
Samra'e troops were also kept at Jind i(B. N. 81, L. K. 116). XtWOBon 
November 9. 1836, that Clerk wrote to tSkinuer thatthe had direq^one 
oompsny of Begem 9wr^•B^troop. to 81, i, N. W7). 
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On Septe.nber 25. Tlork reported tl.at he had placr.l the 
il.anasatbaltedon and other dependent forts in tl.o Jind territory 
-Ihe refractory villages had submitted and the border villages’ 
which were involved in quarrels with their neighbours, had desisted' 
from violence and aggreed to submit their differences for investi 
gation. Meanwhile Clerk was making preparations to visit the 
other Parganas.' He also abolished the transit duties throughout 
Jind.- The report of Clerk having established Thanas in Jind was 
received with great satisfaction by the Agra Government and 
Metcalfe conveyed the approval of the Governor, who was highly 

"f tl'e rountry had ,,cace. 

fully submitted to the change of rule.^ 

About the admistration of Jind territory. Clerk had propose,1 
a three year settlement of the land and appointment of three 
A^istants to look after Jind.‘ Metcalfe wrote back that one officer 

to the “u"'* Assistant. Mr. Gordon-were to be appointed 

c arge o t e Parganas of Morinda. Sangrur, Balawali, Mudki 
and Basia , that Jind and Suffedon were to be saparated from 
Ambala and plac d under Delhi; and that later on, the former was 
to be joined to Rohtak and Hansi and the latter to Panipat * 


1 . 

2 . 

3 . 


1836, B. N. 86. 


4. 




Clerk to Metcalfe. September 26. 1834. B. N. 81, L. N. J 07 . 

Clerk to Metcalfe. August 19, 1830, B. N. 82. L. N. 138 

Metcalf« to Clerk, November 3, 1836, B N. 35. L. N. 08. 

Secretary Agra Government ta Metcalfe, October 10 

p. 609.10. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, November 10, 1836. B. N. 81, L. N. 130 
Metcalfe to Clerk, January 1, 1836, B N. 36, L. N. 1. 

Bualiby to Metcalfe, December 19, 1830, B, N. 36 p 2—4 

by the 

Delhi Office and observed : -I scene advantage in subjecting them to so distant 
a ^ntrol as tins is beyond that of the greater degree of discretion and 

ude of action allowed to me in such administration than could bo exer 

Delhi...... He was definitely oppose , to the introduction of the Regula- 

tions m .Tind teirilory. as the people would he fit to he so governed aLr 
three years ; an experienced officer could manave the .... •. 

tion to Delhi but only when the Regulations were not to be LTrILTe^'‘onto 
then It would be beneficial equally to the people and to the lands. ^ 

Clerk to Metcalfe January 7, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 3 . 



All this was of course temporary, because many claimants were 
bringing their claims to the notice of Government. Writirtg again. 
Clerk said “ The Jind question will now be shortiy settled and should 
its territory continue under British Government.® some arrangement 
would have to be made. The direct management of the affairs of 
several tribes of Sikhs entail of course a good deal of additional trouble 

for this office. ” 


ii 


I now take up the claims of different people to the Chiefship of, 
Jind. As remarked earlier, the descendants of Bhup Singh were the 

nearest collaterals of the late Raja Sangat Singh ; in fact, his two grand^ 
sons, Sarup Singh of Bazidpur and Sukha Singh of Badrukian were thej 
two strongest claimants. The claim of the former was accepted by the 
Supreme Government as he represented the senior line The other 
claimants were Raja Jaswant Singh of Nabha, Rani Sabha Kunwar 
the senior widow of Sangat Singh and Rani Bhagbhari, the senior widow 
of Kunwar Partab Singh, the younger brother of Raja Fateh Singh. 

Sarup Singh presented a petition^ twice to Agra Government, 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe> September 1, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 147. 

Clerk said i “I wouid not recommend any alteration in the present 
establishment, whereby the prevention has almost been aocompliehed of 
dacoities or open robberies by gangs, which the neglect of his country by 

the late Baja for several years past. 

2. This annexation aroused a great dissatisfaction among the rulers of Patiala 
and Nabha ; their agents, attending on Clerk, expressed the view of. their 

employers on the subject of sending a deputation to Calcutta to protest 
against the action of the British Government. 

(Clerk to Metcalfe, January 23, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 11). 

3. The following letters should be studied in connection with Sarup. Singh's 
petition I— 

Metcalfe to Clerk, Deoember 30, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 93* 

Bushby to Metcalfe, Deosmber 16, 1833, B* N. 36, p. 766* 

Sarup Singh to Lieutenant-Governor Agra, November * 6, 1886, B. N* 36i 

p. 767—777. . 4. 

Secretary Agra Government to Metcalfe, September 9, 1835, 6* N* 86* 
L. N. 94. 

•I t • 

CorUinu^d on nexl page 
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at first in August and then in November 1835, and sent a copy of the 
second petition to the Supreme Government. He thus describetl his 
case : Raja Gajpat Singh, the founder of the Jind Chiefship had tluee 
sons -Mehar Singh, Hhag Singh and lihup Singh. The first died when 
Gajpat Singh was alive leading a son Hari Singh who died ( hildless.* 

Raja Bhag Singh succeeded to the gaddi after the death of (lajpat 
Singh. He had three sons-Fateh Singh, Mchtab Singh and Partab 
Singh. Two younger sons died leaving no male heirs; Fateh Singh 
succeeded, after the death of Bhag Singh. He had an only son, Sangat 
Singh. He was the Raja of Jind after the death of his father and had 

died childless. Sarup Singh was tiie grand-son of Bhup Singh, wlio was 

the brother of Bhag Singh and the third son of Gnjpat Singh, rhereforc, 
Surap Singh said that he was the heir and successor of Sangat 

Singh ind deserved the gaddi of Jind. being the nearest male heir. 
His first petition contained the following appeal “ I, therefore 

apply to you to be installed in the inheritance of iny forc-fatficrs bv 
right of my lawful descent from the first founder of the prim ip.ditv 
conformably with the customs of my country and the Hindu Law' of 
inheritance, the usages of the Protected Sikh States and the four 



Continued from page 148 

Sarup SiDgh to Lieutenant-Governor, Agra, August 21, 1835, p. 774—78, 
Sarup Singh to Clerk. May 6, 1836. p. 778—83. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, January 18, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. o. 

Bushy to Metcalfe, January 6, 1836, B. N, 36, p. 18-19, 

Sarup Singh to Governor-General, November 11, 1835, B. N. 36, p. 20. 

Sarup Singh to Lieutenant-Governor, Agra, B. N. 36, p. 20—23. 

Or (B. N. 36, p. 774—78). 

Sarup Singh lo Clerk, p. 23-24, Or (B, N. 35, p. 778-79). 

Jiwan Ram Agent of Sarup Singh to Clerk, p. 21-25, 

Sarup Singh to Clerk, p. 26-26. Or (B. N. 35, p, 781—83). 

Sarup Singh to Metcalfe, p. 27. Or (B. N. 35, p. 784-85), 

Sarup Singh to Lieutenant’Govemor, Agra, p. 27—30. 

Or (B. N. 36, p. 767—71). 

1. But he had a daughter, Cband Kaur, who was married to Fateh Siii i< 
Thanesar, 



t 16 () ] 

• t'-ltl f*. . 

principal Houses of Patiala, Nabha, Jind, Kaithal, commonly .called the^ 
Phulkian family, fn/in the commencement of the Sikh authority in this 
country to the present day..1 ■ ,i -n > 

I 

7 . li ' If - f 

Sarup Singh's petition failed to produce any appreciable'effects* 
The reply given was that the Supreme Government had decided that 
as his father Bhup Sir gh had obtained a separate provision and since 
that had nothing in common with the Chief of the Jind territory, he 6r 
his descendant had no claim upon the Chiefship.^ . 

* 

t 

In this second petition, Sarup Singh made a spirited reply;3 
'Tf this be the criterion to judge of the birth-right of men in this 

• I 

country, there is not a Chief or a petty land-holder throughout thesei 

tracts who can be said to have lawful right to an inch of land. He 

1 

also appealed to the Third Article^ of the proclamation of 1809, issued, 



1. Vide Petition of J^arup Singh, August 21, 1635, B. N. 35, p. 775. 

2. Scott to Metcalfe, September 9, 1835, B. N. 36, L. N, 94. 

Bushby to Metcalfe, December 10, 1835, B. N. 35, p. 766. 

Scott had asked Metcalfe to ascertain and report on Sarup Singh's 
claims, his circumstances and means of support* a \< 

The Sardar had olso complained that he had not been shewn any doou< 
ments relating to hia case (B. N. 36, p* 28, Petition of Sarup Stngh, November 
6, 1836} and instructions were sent by Lieulenant*Governor that neceraary 
documents should be shown by Metcalfe to the petitioner. 

j 

3. Sarup Singh observed * “ It is said that owing to my grandrfather having 
forcibly possessed himself of a small portion of the Jind prinoipaUiy after 
the death of Raja Gajpat Singh and before the arrival of the, British authority 
in this country, that the late agent and commissioner, Mr.iT. Fraser* ooondhred 
my claim to serve heir to the Jind State as undeserving of oonsideraMpu*»■ .*.* 
'* Vide, Petition of Sarup Singh. (B. N. 36, p. 767, November 6* 1836). 

i« . ■ . j \i-. 

4. The third Artiole was as follows :— 

** The Chiefs shall remain in the exercise of the Bame rights., ap d autho* 

rity within their own pessessions which they enjoyed before they were 4sken 
undor British Proteotion **. 
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to the Cis-Sutlej States by Itritisb Covenincnt on llieir first iissiimp- 
tioii of the protection, wliich guaranteed to them the privileges and 
customs enjoyed and exercised by them from the lime of their seitle 

ment. According to Sarup Singh, ■■. ,|.e present assumption of- 

the Jind State on the part of tl.e Ifritish Government or even 
conferring it on tlie females of the family of the late incumbent in 
any shape while there are undeniable male heirs is an in fraction cf 
that sacred pledge.” The Sardar further averred: -Kverv Chief in 
the country has some collateral relations who enjoy maintenance from 
Gie principalities which when become vacant b\- failure of male 
issue of the body of the last incumbent is forthwith supplied by the 
nearest of kindred from amongst them.” Sarup Singh was of the 
view that his estate would have been resumed by the Jind Chief, 
had he died childless; now the Chief had died and he, therefore, was 
entitled to succeed him.' Finally, he again ma’e a verv moving 
appeal in the lolloping words:- “I respectfully refer my claim and 
case which agreeably to the Dharam Shastra and the custom of the 
country, the whole of the Chiefs great and small are unanimous in 
awarding to me and from the equitable disposition of the British 


Government. I confidently hope that if they will condescend to take 
my case into impartial consideration, they will not, by reason of the 

established usages, which have been hitherto counteracted and upheld 
by themselves of their own inviolable observance of agreement and 
guarantees and the long loyalty of the late Raja Hhag Singh, opiws 
the establishment of bis own race and blood in the person of a grand- 


1. Th» Sardar quoted the case of Alwar whose Chief had di«d leaving a son by a 

Mohammadan wife ; the tribe of the ruler selected one Beni Singh, whose 
selection was approved by the B.-itlsh Government, and the son was given a 
maintenance. Similarly, if Raja Karam Singh of Patiala were to die with¬ 
out an heir, the Sardar felt that it would go to his younger brother Ajit Singh 
though by a different mother and not to the females. The Sardar said that 

this principle had been acknowledged and acted upon by the Supreme 
Qovemmenv in every ca^e, 




nephew and a great-grandson of their mutual ancestor Raja Gajpat 
Singh or approve of the confiscation of this small state’ahd deprive the 

lawful heir of his heritage as having in the first place sheltered us from 


the grasp of others to* deprive us of our possessions afterwards."^ . 


i] uU 


I. -r, •! . 

In the petition of August 21, 1835, appealing to Government to 
reconsider his case favourably,^ Sarup Singh had quoted six^ ‘different 
cases in support of his claim.® 


• • , <•*. 
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Bushby, Secretary at Agra, on the presentation of Sarup Singh’s 
pettition^ asked Metcalfe to ascertain from Clerk, answers to the 


following queries : — 
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1* Vide, Petition of Sarup Singh, November 6, 1836, B. N. 36, p, 767—771»' 

2. He bad also written a letter to Metcalfe, saying ** .I am now the lineal 

heir to the Chiefsbip which was founded by my grand-father—Baja Qajpat 

Singh.and you.will ascertain the customs and usages Of Patialsl, Nabha, 

Jind, and Kaithal families from the whole of the Chiefs of this country.*.,«.** 
B. N. 36. p. 784-86, July 7, 1836. ■ . ? I 


3. They were *— 


t! -IH 






{%) The estate of Kakrala ;> it was given, to Bhai Lftl Singh of Kaithal, 
after the death of Bhai Karam Singh- 

(«») The estate of Jassa Singh of Baidwan: it was made over to bis 
brothers, after his death, 

(m) The estate of Kharak Singh of Shahabad ; it was given to Sher Singh 
after bis death, 

(tv) The estate of Nur-un-Nissa of Malerkotla; after her dwth, it was 
made over to the descendant of Jamal Khan, the founder. 

(v) The Pathan estate of Kunjpura : on the dMth^of Nawab^fd^w Jang 
Khan, it was given to his brother, Qhulam Ali Khan in prsferenoe to 

I ^ I* * ffl *1*1 ' Un'fr 

his widow. ^ i 

(vt) The estate of Jaimal Singh Buria : it 'was at first given to widow ; 
after her death, it was given tO Qulab dingh, the hrotWbf '^aima 

t»! • 

ffgj- » 

Matoidfe to Cl«i‘k, January 18, 1836, B. N. 36, L. M. 6. ' 

Buthby to Motortfo, JanuMjr 6, 1888, B. N. 88, p5l 


.( • I. 


Singh, though by a different' mbtfiM. 

■ buf' '•» iiuoi 


i « i 


• v' 
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(fl) Whether a member of a Sikh family, who acquires by separa¬ 
tion an independent portion of the ancestral property, is entitled to any 

reversionary benefit from thf* remainder of the property in the event of 

the other branch of the family becominp: extinct by default of heirs-_ 

if this be the invariable custom' in regard to ordinary property, is it 
also held to be the rule in respect to a principality or a Chiefsliip, 

(6) Whether the Tnaliiq wliich was allotted to Bhup Singh—_ 

was considered a separate Rinsat or Chiofdiip atul whether that circum¬ 
stance would exclude his d-^'S'cndaiits from suoc'cding to the Riasat of 
the elder branch of the family.* . *’ 

(c) Whether Metcalfe could report " any instance of properly 
similarly ciroumstauced lapsing to the Paramount power before we took 
the Sikh stales under our protection 

Clerk made two replies to the petition presented by Sarup Singh 

-the first on October 23, 1835. and the second on March 23, 1836. 

In the first,* he dealt wita the query under ihe heading (5) above and 
hen dealt with the ca3-3s citii '■>/ tli3 Sardar.* He referred to hi» 
letter of November 6. 18 i4, reporting the deatli of Raja Saixgat Singh, in 
which he had mentioned how Bhup Singh, the graud-fathor of the 


1. This was the point which had to decide the claim of Sarup Singh. It'Bhup 
Singh and his descendants were incompetent to inherit the Chiefship be¬ 
cause of their separate estate, the claim of Sarup Singh would not hold 
water. The Sardar insisted that he could inherit in spite of the separation 
of his ancestral estate. But Government, in the case of Ferozepur, had 
refused to sanction such a right. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe. October 23. 1836, B. N. 81., L. N. 121. 

3. See AppendixIV to Chapter III, p.. 







petitioner, had obtained in 1789, Badrukian and five dependent villages 
as a separated portion of the Jind territory. Perhaps that was the reason 
why Praser, the late Agent at Delhi, considered the claims of the descen¬ 
dants of Bhup Singh to the Chiefship to have been invalidated by their 
possession of a separate Taaluq, “ previous to connection of the British 

Government with these states and to the recognition of them by the 
British authorities as Chiefs, independent of Jind.” Again, when Sardar 
Karam Singh, the father of the Petitioner, made a complaint to 
Ochterlony in 1816, against his younger brother for possessing more 
than a moiety of the Taaluq, he had represented it as being their 
Chiefship,^ 

i 

In the second and more important letter,® Clerk dealt with 
Bushby'fl query under the heading (a) above, and observed that among 
the Malwa Sikhs or that class of Jats to which belonged the family of 
Jind, private real property would, in the event of the o^er branches 
of a family becoming extinct by default of male heirs, revert to a 
descendant notwithstanding his separation in the enjoyment of an 
independent portion of the estates of ancestors. But Clerk maintained 
that the law had not been violated by Government’s decision in the 
Jind case. He argued that Gajpat Singh was a Taaluqedar paying 
revenue to the Mughal Government, and that the British Government had 
succeeded to the position af paramountcy claimed by the Mughal rulers 

though it was not getting any tribute or revenue from the Sikh States. 
Had the British Government been in receipt of any money payment 
from the Cis-Sutlej States, it could not have any right to resume the 

territory of a Chief, who died without msle heirs,® as the estate in that 
case would have been considered private orpnerty. 


1. Clerk to Metoalfe, October 23, 1835, B. N. 81, L. N. 12i» 

2. Clerk to Metoalfe, March 28, 1836, B, N. 82, L. N. 44. 

8. This point has already been fully dealt with in the p-eginning of this Chapter. 
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Clerk then gave some partloulnra about Karam Singh, the 
father of Snrup Singh. He wrested the Taaluq of Badrukian from hia 
father who had been given the Taahiqs of Badrukian and Bazidpur. 
Subsequently Bhup Singh recovered the place from big son and gave 
him the village of Mohamraadpiir for hia maintenance^ Karam Singh 
was not content with it; he secured Bazidpiu* by force but could 
not retain it for long. Later on, ho went to the court of Jlaharaja 
Ranjit Singh and entered big service. A little time before his death 
in 181b, Bhup Sing made a partition of hia territories; he assigned 
to his younger son, Baesawa Singh, the bigger estate of Badrukian 
while to Karam Singli, his elder son, he gave the lesser estate of 
Bazidpur, on account of his ‘‘disobedience’". Sarup Singh was the 
Chief of Bazidpur*. 

Again Clerk was of the view that Sarup Singh could not 
inherit Jind Chiefahip so long ns the relations of the British Government 
with these States were conducted on the principles of the proclamations of 
1809 and 1811. The first of the principles as laid down by the order 
of Government was that of securing the Chieftains in possession 
of the lands which they respectively held antecedently to the last 
excursion of Ranjit Singh (in A.D. 1807) into the territory situated 
between the Jumna and the Sutlej. What Clerk meant was that 
Bhup Singh had received Badrukian and Bazidpur in separate Chief- 
ship; his descendants, therefore could only claim the above two 
Taaluqs and their claim to the Jind territory, a separate Chiefship, 
aras untenable. He was referring to the rule, prevalent among the 


1, Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B. N* 82, L. N, 44. 


2. Jhid, 
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Sikhs, that if an estate had been separated into two protions, both the 
portions acquired the ohanoteristio of an independent estate and 
in case of failure of heirs, escheated to the Supreme Government, 
to the exclusion of male collaterals.^ The most famous case was 
that of Thanesar, which Clerk quoted again and again in support of 
his argument that Jind should be resumed by the Supreme Govern¬ 
ment.® He compared the territory left by Gajpat Singh of Jind with 
the Thanesar estate.^ 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, January 22, 1841, B. N. 83. L. N. 169. 

Clerk was talking of the claim of \\ azir Singh of Nagla Lalpur to the 

estate of Gadauli. Nagla Lalpur and Gndauli had been separated into 
two independent Chiefships in 1803. Therefore, the Sardar of Nagla could 
not succeed to the estate of Gadauli which escheated to the British Govern¬ 
ment. Clerk said : •* This rule of considering estate of this description 
having no lineal heirs, to escheat to the paramount state to the exclusion 
of collateral heirs, where these have prior to 1807, been fixed in a separate 

Estate, has been maintained by the British Government on it^s assuming the 

management of Bilaspur in 1820, Thanesar in 1802, Tira in 1837 and other 
instances.’* 

2. Another examnle given by Clerk was that of Buria, belonging to Bhagwan 

Singh, which was divide 1 among his two widows. On the death of one, the 
survivor claimed her portion but Government rejected her claims. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe. February 25, 1835, B. N. 81, L. N. 34. 

Clerk observed about Gajpat Singh’s territory ; His property having 
now been loft in circumstances similar to those in which the Thanesar estate 

was to be found in 1832.a failure of heir male and four female claimants, 

when the Chiefship was held to have escheated and was accordingly assumed 
by the Government ”, 

Thanesar consisted of two separate portions.two-fifths the share o( 

Bhag Singh and threo-fifths tint of Bhanga Singh. The former passed into 

the control of the British Government when Jamiyat Singh died in 1831 ; the 

latter portion remained with the two widows of Fateh Singh, who were given 

possession after the death of their mother-in-law, Mai Jian. The estate of 

Jamiyat Singh escheated because there were no male heirs ; the claim of his 

widows was considered and rejected while in the other portion, the widows 
were allowed to succeed. 

Clerk ignored on© distinction between Jind and the lapsed estate of 
Thanesar. The former had collateral heirs while the latter had none. Hence 
the oomparison, enunciated by Clerk, is not very fair, / 
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To Bushby's query under (c) above. Clerk replied that 
the lands of the nature of Jind Chiefship, yielding revenue to the 
Mughals, 80 long as the Southern Sikhs acknowletlged any pora 
iDOuntcy, “have been treated as private property and regulated by 
the rules of succession applicable to the property of such a n itiiro 
aroong Jats.” What he meant was the Jind Cliiefship in the event 
of the payment of tribute, could have been acktiovviedg-d as such; 
as it did not pay any tribute, it was not private property.* Ho 
argued that if the Sikh Chiefships were to bo treated as private 
property, the result would be disastrous. According to him, “tlio uni¬ 
versal division of landed property, which would rapidly < nsiie, 
would, in a brief space of time, compel the British Government to 
undertake the entire management of these territories, to the utter 
annihilation of all Sardoris as now on all sides enjoyed”.* 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, I83G, B. 82, L. N. 44. 

2 Clerk observed: “Wo should, 1 conceive fall in great error, w ore it to be 

treaied as a case j.rivale ol peieonal property.If this demund means 

anything it m‘one ll at the claims should be resolved by tho laws of inherit¬ 
ance applicable to ordinary property. But should this bo granted.should 

the distinction be lost sight of.which it had hitherto been deemed expe¬ 

dient to observe between rules of succccssion to private property among Jats 

and tbe regulation of Chiefship.it is not the British Government whose 

authority and resources which thereby become curtailed.” 


Clerk could not give any specific instance of a property similarly 
situated lapsing to the Paramount Power before 1809. Murray had also 
pointed out the evil consequeners if Government were to be guided by the 
Hindu or the Mohammadan Laws of private property in succession to Chief- 
ships (B N. 74, L N 293). But Clerk’s successor. Richmond wrote that a 
majority of Cis-Sutlej Chiefs affected “ to consider their pessessions as private 
property only and not ee involving sovereign rifeht® ”• (B. N. 88A, L. N. 94, 

February 16, 1844). 
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Clerk next replied to the point about the Dharm Shastra 
raised by Sarup Singh in his petition. According to him7 the 
Shastras had nothing to say about the succession to Chiefship and 

that they only contemplated private property.' He observed . 

What have Sikhs to do with the Dharm Shastra ? But if they, 
at this time of day, desire to adopt new laws and customs, in. 
respect to territories, which have hitherto, under the protection of 

of the British Government, stood on the footing of the Sikh Khalsa 

Ji, assuredly, the paramount power could justly ordain laws as en¬ 
lightened and quite as congenial to the spirit of the Sikhs as those of a 
people, whose tenets and ordinances they renounced for those prescribed 
by the founders of their new faith. What would be thought of Moham- 
noridan converts, who became Sikhs, appealing to Sharab. Yet this 
would not be more unreasonable than the Sikh Hindu convert, 
referring, because in a particular instance it seems convenient to do so, 

to the doctrines he has forsaken. The resolving by the British authority 
of questions relating to any Sikh property, by the Hindu Shastra, 
under the idea, that it is necessary to adopt them as the prescriptive is. 
therefore, a mistaken rule 


1 . Even, according to the Hindu Law, there ia a fundamental difference between 

private property and a Chiefsh’p. As a historian has remarked : “ This 
division of private and public interests may be traced in the rules governing 
the partition of family estates, in which all sons have a share. But such is 

not the case where the Chiefship is concerned.No administration could be 

maintained even in name, were the partition and disintegration permitted. 

The younger sons of the ruling Chiefs arc, therefore, placed in a worse position 
than the sons of the private citizens **. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B. N. 82, L, N. 44. 

Clerk to Maddook, March 16, 1839, B. N. 83, L. N. 110. 

Clerk is here being unfair to Sarup Singh. The Sikh laws were based on 

Hindu Shastras J the teachings of the Hindu Shastras could not be forgot en 

by tho Sikhs and the appeal to them, by Sarup Singh, was natural and inevi¬ 
table. Lawrence, in this oonneotiou, remarked in his Report on Kaithal. as 
follows 

It will bo gathered.that I do not eonsidar that the rules of aaaoes- 

sion in the Protected Sikh states have hitherto been based upon the laws of 

Hindu inheritance : if they had been, we could not have inherited a single 
a 6 . (B. N. 88A, p. 241). Again in the same Report, he poiated out 

that neither the Malwa nor Manj ho Sikhs followed the Hindu Laws of Inhori- 

anoe. (p. 344). 


4 
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After having discussed, at length, the claim of Sarup Singh, we 

now turn to discuss the claims of other claimants —Raja Jaswant 
Singh of Nabha, Sukha Singh, Sabha Kunwar and Bhagbhari. 


Raja Jaswant Singh of Nabha sent a deputation to Allahabad 

and a oontideuiial agent to Clerk, to deliver the following message; 

“ that if the Supreme Governmeut should give up Jind, the Raja 

desires he may not be considered as approving of the claim advanced 

by Sarup Singh, but prepared to otfer himself a candidate and to 

tender any amount of tribute that may be required of him "A 

The agent again waited on Clerk, after a few days, to explain 

the Raja*s view in regard to Jind.^ Ho stated that the Raja 

coubidered himself as a collateral heir of prior claim to Sardar 

Bhup Singh's branch, his (the Raja’s) great grand-father having been 

the uncle of Gajpat Singh. He, of course, was referring to Gurditta, 

who died in 1754 and was the son of Tiloka and the brother of 

Sukh Chain, the father of Gajpat Singh, The agent also refeired 

to the decision in the Kakrala case in which .the estate was awarded 

♦ 

to the Bhui of Kaiihal, to the exclusion of the other branches of 
the Bhaikian family,® and dwelt on th-3 expediency of tranaforriug 
the charge of Jind to a state possessing the authority and the 

means requisite to the due administration of extensive territories 
in preference to adopting as tUoir sovereign a loss substantial and 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe. June 15» 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 104. 

Clerk mentioned the petitions of Sukha Singh and Sabha Kunwar also, 
olaiming the Jind Chiefahip and added : ** There appear to be several parties 
preparing likewise to prefer such claims 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 24, 1836, B. N. 32, L. N. XIO. 

3. Also see B. N. 81, L. N. 121. 
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Jnfluentiial Bcion of the family .1 In conclusion, the agent said that the Raja 

was prepared to tender a Nazrana of four lakh of rupees on the 

recognition of his title to inherit the Jind terricories.^ Th e olaim 

of the Raja was declared inadmissible by Government on the ground 

that Jind was acquired by Gajpat Singh, subsequent to the separa¬ 
tion of the Nabha Branch.* 

As to the claims of Sukha Singh, the son of Bassawa 
Singh of Badrukian, he presented a petition on which Metcalfe 

invited Clerk's views.* Clerk replied® that Sukha Singh vested his 
claim on his cousin Sarup Singh's family having been disinherited, 
from rebellion, on his having performed the funeral obsequies on 
occasion of the late Raja's death and on an aUeged Jind custom, 
of devolving the inheritance on second sons. Clerk observed that, 
the first two assertions were facts while the third was not borne 
out by the history of the Jiad House. Sukha Singh apparently for 
got that by saying that the second t-ons inherited the estate, h- 
was disqualifying himself in favour of his younger brother, Bhagwane 
Singh. As Clerk so effectively put it that if the third assersion of 
Sukha Singh were accepted, Bhagwan Singh, the second son of 
Bassawa Singh, would seem to have the stronger claim. At first 
his claim was rejected outright.® Later on, it was reconsidered. 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 24. 1824, B. N, 82, L. N. 110. 

2. Clerk said: « This I repeat in order to exhibit fully Raja Jaswant Singh'a 

tentiona and not in the idea that such a proposition would at all aooord 
with the view of the Supreme Government. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, July 16, i83C, B. N. 36, L. N. 67.” 

Bushby to Metcalfe, July 9, 1936, B. N. 36, p. 199. 

Clerk to Metcalfe. November 30, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 180. 

4 . Clerk to Metcalfe, June 16, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 104. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, June 22, 1836, B. N.36, L. N. 60. 

0. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 4 , 1896, B. N. 82, L. N. II4. 

0 . Metoalfeto01erk,July, 16, 1836, B. N.36,L.N,67. 


/ 
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Metcalfe, referring Clerk to the letter of the Seorefare r,f a 

r f ♦ In 

which the Ueiitftnant-Govcrnor required further inf^triviaf ion abo ' 

the diainberitartce of Kamm Siogh from his eon Sarup Si;* *h and al"' 

the reason whv Sukha Singh was called to i>erform the furor/i* * 

of the lateSangat Singh ^ onie-< 


Clerk aent the reply of Rarup Sinsh to the above quen- tl 
hiaown repliea to the others.^ The .hsioheritance of Karara Si ' l’ 
was denied by his eon Sarop 8ingh. though Clerk was ..f ,he view t•' 
relations between the father and the son, viz, JJhup Si„„[, jj " 

Singh, W6.e badly strained. The fondhlo seizure of B.^ioou. ‘T 
tte/ed the relations all the more. When Karara Singh died 'a'f, ' 
his return from the Punjab, none of ,he branches of the familv 

thensual visits of condolence, which-.rarai-sion was .tro„s,y raarLV 

the deputations sent and .he respects -paid to the o^ b ' 

younger brother Bassaw. Ringh on his death, a few . 

Badrukian, Again, by the de.ismn of the Phulkian ChieL 

share of the inheritance.-about t to ihir.ls- 

Singh, though they pretended <1ivi.Ie , he pa. ri.nony equal] v Zr""" 

the two brothers. Clerk could no. sa, v.ry derjn.ulv hlw ^ 

Sarup Srngh be considered in. ligib.V hy the dl.^inherPanra, or’ / 
Smgh as alleged by Sukha Singh. He observed n. w r 

. now Jar tueb n-. 




Metcalf to Clark. August C, is.itf, B. N. 3rt. L. N. 69. 

Secretary at Agra to Metcalfe. July ‘ 21 , l8:j(3^ ^ j. ^ _ 

Also Sukha Singh's petition, B. N. 39, p. 175-86. ' ' *' 

Clerk to Metcalfe, December I, 1836, B- N. 82, L. N. 181 


Clerk gave the example of R«ja Ja.want Singh 
offended with his son (Ranjit Singh), sought finally to 

tonee of him and his child.(Roth of then, died and 

recond son, Devindar Singh). I have referred to it l.ler 


of Xibha who bein^ 
eecui^ the dieinhori. 
gadfh pasfted to tl 
on in the roonooraph 
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alienation of the member of a family would affect in later times the 
heirs of the offending party, it is difficult to pronounce, as I have 

not been successful in finding any case analogous in all points in the 
families of the Protected Sikhs*'. The funeral ceremonies of Sangat 
Singh were performed by Sukha Singh, just as those of the grand¬ 
father (Bhup Singh) were performed by his father (Bassawa Singh); 
the elder son (Karam Singh ), who was said to have come for the same 
purpose, seemed to have been excluded. Clerk held that if this did 
not disqualify Sarup Singh's father from inheriting the property of 
his own father.it should not stand in the way of Sarup Singh's 
inheritance. On the occasion of Sangat Singh's death, Sarup Singh 
was not present and the rites were performed by Sukha Singh; as. 

Clerk observed: “.it is obvious that in cases of death so sudden 

as that of Raja Sangat Singh, circumstances of time and convenience 
may often, especially in this climate, compel the perfojmance of 

4 

funeral obsequies by those relatives of the deceased who can first 
reach his corpse,. But Clerk argued that this fact alone could not 
confer a title to inheritance. As he wrote: "Moreover it is contrary 
to the Hindu Law to deem that the personal superintendence of the 
funeral rites can singly confer a title to inheritance of the deceased".^ 
He further observed that the argument of Sukha Singh that Chiefship 
in the Phulkian families passed to the second merely proved that 
some times a younger son was preferred to the elder^, Sukha Singh’s 
claim at first was not considered very seriously® but he persisted 
for a long time. As late as 1839, — two years after his cousin Sarup 
Singh had been declared the Raja of Jind, — he petitioned Govern- 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe. December I, 1836, B. N. 82, I.. N, 181. 

Z. In this conneotion. Clerk said ; ** This must often be the case whete tlie 
inbecility of old age or its indolence or its fondness is liable tp yield to the 
importunities of a younger wife ih favour of latest offspring '*• 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, Juao 22, 1836, B. N. 36. L. N. 60. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, October 24, 1830, B. N, 36, p. 356. 
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ment: it was only when he was finally and firmly told that his 
claim could not be considered by Government, that he desisted^. It 
only embittered the relations between Samp Singh and himself ^ 

As to the claim of Rani Sabha Kunwar, Clerk showed surprise 
and wrote that it did not aecord with her previous communications 
She and her father, Sardar Ranjit Singh, h..d expressed the hope 
that the British Government would give her a liberal jointure and 
that was what she had desired.^ According to Clerk, she was only 

bringing her claim forward lest she might meet with less consideration, 

should the Chiefship be transferred to others. Government decided 
that her claim was not w'orthy of much consideration. 

As to the claim of Rani Bhagbhari, the widow of Partab Singh,* 
Clerk sent for her agent and questioned him as to the grounds on 
which she rested her claim. Clerk was told that her claim w..s as the 
wife of Kunwar Partab Singh, the favourite son of Raja Bhag Singh 

and "that she knows of no other claimant who has better pretensions" ‘ 


1. B. N. 39, p. 189, Petition of Siikha Singh. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, April 10, 1839, B. N. 39. L. N. 16. 

For SukbaSiDgh’e petition, also see p. 175-186, March 29, 1839. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, Auguft 4. m \ B, N. 83. L. N. 36. 

Sarup SiDgl. tried to mediate between Pukha Singh and hie younger 
brother Bhagwan Singh in a dispute and as Clerk raid, Sarup Singh had shown 
a bias towards the latter and signs of animosity towards the former. 

3. Clerk to M^'lcalfe, June 15. 1836, B. N, 82, L. K. 104. 

4. Metcalfe to Cleik, July 16, 1836, B. N. 36. L. N. 67, 

6. Clerk to Metcalfe, g^uly 4. 1836. B.^^N. 82. L. N. 116. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, June U, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 63. 

Kunwar Partab Singh was the second son of Raja Bhag Singh and .lied 

at a young age, without leaving any issue. He had thrice married-Bhag- 
bhari. Rattan Kunwar and Ram Kunwai- ; there was another widow Sub Kai. 
■whose position was not clear {B. N. 81, L. N. 70). 
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Clerk said: * It does not strike, nor there is anything in this claim 
>'hich renders it more desirous of attention then the others that 
l ave been reierred/' Her claim being judged as " preposterous and 

absurd" was iidected. 

It wiJj not be out of place to mention here that Sukha Singh's 

claims were being advocated by the Bhai of Kaithal in the same 

i.ianner. Samp Singh had come to an understanding with Patiala and 
A'abha promising in the event of his success his allegiance to the 
former, and the restoration of the latter, of Sangrur, which had once 

oelonged to that state. Besides, all these rulers had sent a deputation 
l o Agra, to request Governnicat to expedite the decision in the Jind 
- ase. But the deputation was dismissed.^ Metcalfe, addressing letters 
ro the different rulers, said that the whole question of Jind was under 
the consideration of Government which would give its decision after 

making due investigation and that Governraeiit had devised inquiry to 
i'C made respecting the riglvt of Sarup Singh. 

Writing on August 8, 1826,< Metcalfe referred Clerk to the letter 
v.ritten to him by the Secretary at Agra and asking him to furnish the 
required information. The letter ran as follows ; — 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, August I. IS3«, B.N.36, L.N. 65. 

Secretary fit Agra to Metcalfe, May 27,18;t, B.N.36, p.2l8. 

Secretary added; ‘It scema, liowever, to the LieutenaDt Governor to be a 
claim on the ludy’e part to a tiiird of the Cbiefship or to a joint possession of 
other widows on the ground that Raja Bhag Singh wished to divide his terri- 
terioH between In's three sons, one of whom Pariab Singh, was the husband of 
the clrtirofei.t lUjagbhari. His Honour considers this claim also untenable, as the 

principality lfM-ended undivided to the eldest son of Bhag Singh and again to 

hisgruiid' the son of the eldest son.'* 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, December 1, 1836, B. N. 82, L N, 181. 

3. Matcalfe to Clerk, August 16, 1830, B. N. 36i L. N. 74, 

Bushby to Metcalfe, August 6, 1836, B. N. 36, p, 260, 

The deputation repaired to Ambala and presented a long statement to 
Clerk, (See B. N. 82, LL. N. 165 and 170.) Metcalfe addressed a letter to 
Singh of Patiala on August 6, 1830 and forwarded similar letters to Nabha 
Kaithal Rajas (B. N. 36, p.200- 61). 

4. Metcalfe to Clerk, B. N. 36, L. N 70. 

Secretary at Agra to Metcalfe, Jnly 80,1836, B« N, 80, p. 848-49. 
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I am directed by the Honourable the Lieutenant-Governor to 

inform you that the Supreme Government is desirous of ascertaining 
with perfect distinctness law or usage of succession apj)licablc to Sikh 
< hiefships, as that of Jind, without reference to the payment of tributes 

to a superior power and to request that yo\i will call on Mr. Clerk. 

to furnish details of specific instance in which previously to our taking 
upon ourselves the Paramount Power, the succession to such Chiefsliips 
has been determined in favour of or against the claims of collateral 
relations. 


2. You are desired to ascertain the usage now subsisting 
among Sikh Chiefs subject to the control of Raja Ranjit Singh. 

3. At the same time you are to enquire what the custom is 
in regard to possessions acquired like those of Raja Bhag Singh after 
his succession to the principality of Jind —Would a descendant from a 
common ancestor have a right to succeed to such possessions, supposing 
his title to be valid so far, be restricted to the possessions of the 
ancestor in virtue of whom he claims. 


4. The Lieutenant-Governor further desires that you will 
obtain the most correct information procurable respecting the nature of 
the several acquisitions made by Raja Bhag Singh. They were for 

the most part grants from Raja Ranjit Singh made before and after 
our treaty with that ruler in 1809." 


Clerk made inquiries also from the Chiefs of Patiala, Nabha, 
Kaithal, B*zidpur and Badrukian, and forwarded their replies, with his 
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own comments, to Metcalfe, on November 30, 1836.* Twenty cases* 
had been adduced " as replies to. the requisitions of the Government 
for specific instances in which previous to the paramountcy of the 
British Government, the succession to such Chiefships as that of Jind 
had been determined and for information to the custom in regard to 
possessions acquired like those of Raja Bhag Singh after his succession 
to the Principality." Three cases were cited by the Chief to prove the 
observance of law of collateral succession to th^ Chiefships.* First the • 
fact of a succession to an estate was stated ; then it was shown by the 
Chiefs that the heir, as it were, incidentally married the deceased’s 
widow. But Clerk said that such was not the case ; the heirs had not 
inherited by virtue of their right and then married the widows • in 
reality the marriage of the widow by the heir was, in every case ' the 
means of appropriating estates, which would not otherwise have passed 



1. rierk to MetOAlfp, B. N. 82, L. N. 180. 


2. Clerk mentioned the cases numbering 9, 10, 11, 12, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20, with- 
jut saying in detail what the cases were , (numbers 9 and 10 related to 
private property end not to Chiefships , numbers 11. 12, 16, 17, 18 and 10 
were examples of Karewa marriage among the Manjha Sikhs ; number 20 
related to a principality of Cbandel Rajputs, who observed collateral 
succession ,* of other cases, he talks in detail). 


3. 


The three cases were ; (o) Amar Singh of Patiala threw the sheet over the 

brother’s widows, who died without male heirs, and in virtue of this union 

obtained whole of his villages and personal property ; (6) Hamir Singh of 
Nabba threw the sheet over the widow of his heirless brother Kapur Singh 
and took all hie property, and (o) Sardul Singh obtained Sudh Singh’s estate 

by marrying his widows. 


Clerk eaid ; “ Thus these three iostanees of collateral inheritanoa which 
are all that occur in the historic, of the principle Phulkian families, prove 
clearly enouBh by the manner in which iu each o«ie the inheritanoe was 

obtained by the brother, that even they had no eatablished law in their 
favour **, 
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collotcrally.' In p roof jf the statement he was makin'', Clerk said that 
these very cases had been cited by the Chiefs in support of ' Karewa ' 
marriage, when Murray had called for the instances of such marriages 
occurring in their families.- 

Clerk then took more important cases, set fortli by the 
Chiefs, giving his own opinion in each case.* 

Clerk then quoted the following e.>ctr.ict from the papers of 
the Chiefs :— 

*"It would seem that Jind bus been taken possession of by 
the British Government, in consequence of the descendants of 
Bhup Singh, having received a separate maintenance and having 
long lived apart from the elder branch of the family; but there is 
nothing .unusual in the circumstances, but on the contrary it .is in 
exact conformity with the uniform practice of the Houses of Plnil- 
kian and Bhaikian in which the eldest son always succeeded to 
the whole estate, with the exception of small portions set apart 
for the maintenance of the younger children.^" Clerk then went 

on to say that the very same Cheifs had declared before Ochterlony in 
1816 and in the case of Ajit Singh of Patiala that equal par¬ 
tition was the rule of succession in the Pijulkian and Bhaikian 
Houses and in the lesser Phulkian families.^ 


1. This point of view was not accepted by the Supreme Cirvernmeat. 

2 As already mentioned, Murray, while diecussing tlie claim advanco<l by Prera 
Kanwar of Thaneaar, the widow of Punjab Singh, to the estate left by her 
deceased husband had given ton examples of ‘Kart'wa'. 

3. See Appendix V to Chapter III. 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe. November 30. 1836. B. N. 82. L. N. ISO. 

5. Here the first reference is to the dispute between Karam Singh and Baseawa 
Singh of Bazidpur and Badrukian respectively. The second point has been fully 
discussed in the previous {fngea of the monograph. 
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So clerk was of the view that the testimony of the Chiefs 
was not very reliable and that their law of descent is not to be 
discovcn^d frorn the statements prepared for such occasion as the 
present". It was very significant, added Clerk, that for ten months 

during which Mai Sahib Kunwar conducted the administration of Jind, 

after the death of Sangat Singh, the Phulldan Chiefs or their agent 
did not hint at there being any one with a superior claim to her¬ 
self and the other widows. Now they had made ''better and more 
permanent prospective" terms with Samp Singh, and were therefore 
lending their svir>port to his claims Clerk said that he was pointing 
out these inconsistencies "not in disparagement of the claim of 
Sarup Singh or that of his cousin Sukha Singh but only that the 
case of claimants may be judged on its own merits/^ He advised 
Government to weigh very carefully the claims of different .candi¬ 
dates to the Jind Chiefship, as its decision would have in calculable 
consequences and fundamentally affect the relations between the 
eParamount power and the Pro ected Princes, Moreover, the rules of 
succession declared to have been laid down by Murray, did not 
contemplate a case as titat of Jind.* Out of twenty cases set fortli 

by the Chiefs, only one of Kaki-ala was the instance of odiatcral succe- 
ion in the Bhaikian family of Kaithal. It had been alluded ts 
sby Sarup Singh in his representation, referred to by the Nabba 
Minister—Mnnshi Ishar Singh—in support of his minister s claim juid 
also quoted by the agents of the Phulldan rulers in the papers sub¬ 
mitted by them to the Government. But the decision in the 
Kakrala case was not founded on any precedent. 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, November 30.1836. B. N. 82, L. N. t90. 
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Clerk next took up the question of customs in regard to possession 
acquired like those of Raja Bhag Singh. If a case like Jind were to 
occur in the supremacy of any Hindu Government, then the Uhi.d- 
ship would either revert to the Raja or be restored under a new grant 
to a relative of the deceased on payment of a Nazrana or he conferred 
on some other Chief at the pleasure of the sovereign. Under the 
supremacy of Maharaja Ranjit Singh, it would he resumed, observing 
no distinction as to the nature of the different possessions. Sarup 

Singh was trying to claim all tl e Jind territory, irrespective of the fact 

how it was acquired. Clerk was strongly opposed to such a claim as 
It, would bring the heirs of o*her branches . f the Jind House also 
into the field.* Besides Gajpat Singh’s possessions, Sarup Singh was 
claiming all the territories acquired by his descendants subsequent 
to the separation of Bazidpur branch in the person of Bhup Singh 
Clerk felt that his claim should be restricted to the possession of the 
ancestor from whom he was trying to inherit-that is the territory 
ruled and acquired by Gajpat Singh only. As we shall see, this point 
of view was ultimately accepted by the Sdpreme Govrnment, which only 
allowed Sarup Singh to succeed to the portion of the Jind territory 

acquired by Gaj p>t Singh. 


The decision in ihe Jind case was announced in January 1837 
and conveyed to Clerk by Metcalfe in a letter dated February li, 
1837,* in the followiDg words.'* 


1 Clerk to Metcalfe, November 30. 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. I80. 

Clerk eaid ; .• But supposing his claim to the Jind Chiefehip be 

^mit.^ it would seem that if his right be not restricted to the posses- 
8.on of the ancestor, as a descendaut from whom he prefers his claim 
the principle would admit also the right of the Nabha Raja, of the heirs of 

Bulaki Singh end of Mehar Singh to share in the acquiaitione of Gajpat 
Singh^s acquieitiona..*’/ 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, B. N. 37. L. N. 16. 


As prophesied by Clerk, the decision proved to be a momentous 
one aa it laid down the policy of Government towards the Phulkian States 
of Patiala, Nabha. Jind until after the mutiny when the right of adoption 
was granted. Kaithal ceased to exist as a state in 1843 in pursuance of 
ibis award of Goveroment. 


2 . " It has been resolved by the Kight Honourable the 
Governor-General of India in Council to recognise the right of 

Sardar Sarup Singh to succeed to the possessions of his great 

grand-father, Gajpat Singh, and accordingly to relinquish to Sarup 

Singh the tracts of country generally which belonged to his ancestor 

Gajpat Singh, through whom he derives his title- with the exception; 
to hereafter noticed. 

• • 

• ' “tM I'. , 

3. The possessions which were granted by Maharaja Ranjit 
Singh subsequently to the treaty of 1809. are to made over fo' 
the officers of His Highness. 

4. Ludhiana and all the other possessions acquired by the 
descendants of Gajpat Singh, subsequently to the death of that Chief and» 
before the year 1809, have lapsed to the British Government. 


5. The nat profits (if agy) which have been realized by us froma, 
the possessions about to be transferred to Maharaja Ranjit Singh or Rajs 
Sarup Singh, since the date of our occupancy are to be paid to Hi 
Highness and Sarup Singh respectively. 


7. The estimated revenue should be exhibited in order that His 
Honour may have the data on which to ground an opinion as to what* 
proportion of the subsistence allowance which shall be awarded to the 
widows should be contributed by Sarup Singh and what portion by the 
British Government. You are directed to consult Sarup Singh as to the 
amount of provision to be settled on the different claimants. 


▼ 

__ 8., You will proceed to Jind and there instal Raja ^arup Si^gh 

on the pnrt of the British Government and make over to him the teriri* 
lories of bis ancestor Gajpat Singh. ^ 


• 11 


9. Care must b'- lakjn not to transfer tp Raja Sarup Singh those 
lands whcthi.r belonging Gajpat Singh or not, which were crphqdeifed 
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by oiir arms from the Mnhrnttas in I«03, 1809-1810 and 1818 
and afterwards su. reptitionsly occupied by the Chief of Ji„d 

10. The discussions that have taken place in con» 

claim of Sarup Singh to Jind Principality have induce.r'tirr'^ 
Government to consider what rule ought to he ol,s„. - i c 

property in the Sikh slates-it is the oj,inion of tlm c""^ »'> 

as regards the four principal Chiefships of Patiala Jin7°KritT 

XT 1L au • • 1-a 1 « » » Jiiu, ivajtjiul {ind 

Nabha, the principality should dcpolvc entire to the 

and to the exclusion of females. With regard to o7Jr S.U,'. 

Chiefships or estates, the custom of the family must be ascertained in each 
case by the best evidence procurable'. 


1. 


Tl.e above despatch was l.a^ed on a deepateb from tl,e Secretarv .o ,1 n 

mentofIndi«.Pol..ie..irep„..„,en,to the r ieutemm.-Govern’or ,1 ITi 

January >0, .S.S7, ,a N. :n. p. and 9. N. h,o. p. It ran r 

•• His Lordship in Cot neil regrets to Imd that it is almost i 

to lay down any penernl rules f-r siiceessinn to property in the 

The information now ,..misted so far from affording any new "‘'‘'u" 

subject tends only to confirm the remarks contained in Captain ,r,.rr ■ 

on the rules and custrmsot ti c Sikhs to the olfeet that ..the rules of' 

Sion to landed property in the Sikh states are arbitrary and are variously 127 

fted ,n aecerdance to the usages, the interests and prejudices of d ff 

families nor is it practicable to reduce the ono.nnloua system to a f 
leading principle. J n. to u f.xeu and 

4. I am desired to observe that the Governor-General in Council cann t 

concur in the opinion expressed by tl.e agent at Delhi-that tl.e claim of tl,e 

widows in tho case of the Jind succession would appear to he strei.gtl.ened by 

the facts recorded in the precedents. It is true that in view of .l.e e 

cases when the brothers sticcecded they married tl.e widows of the last 

possessors but it by no means follows that the succession would no have 

taken place without such ceremony, still less that the widows would have 

succeeded to the prejudice of tho male heir, had no such ceremony bee,, 
performed. 


Coiilinued on next ^age 
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The Raja of Patiala was not satisfied by the decision of the 
Government to restore only the lands acquired by Gajpat Singh to Samp 
Singh ; he called it a "failure of justice”. Naturally the Governor- 
General, Lord Auckland, protested against the use of this term and said 
that the British Government had shown indulgent consideration " to 
the claims of Surap Singh.^ 

« 

On March 3, 1837, Clerk wrote to Metcalfe that Sarup 

Singh had fixed upon the 9th instant as an auspicious day and 


CoTitinued from page 171 

5. When atithorities are so conflicting and the practice so unsettled 
as they appear to be in the tract of the country referred to, Hia' Lordship 
in Council is of opinion that some general principle should, where praotiO’ 
able, be established by the British Government and every consideration of 
justice and policy seems to require that asreg'^rds the four prinoioal Chiefships 
of Patiala, Jind, Kaithal and Nabha, the rule ought to be that the estate 
should devolve entire to the nearest male heir according to Hindu Law and to 
the exclusion of females. With regard to all the other Sikh estates the 
custom of the family must be ascertained in each instance by the best 
evidence procurable* 

6. Applying the above principle to the case of Jind, Sarup Singh 
would unquestionably appear to have the best claim, but he can have no 
more than was possessed by his great grand>father, Gajpat Singh, through 

< whom he derives his title, " 

Lord Auckland wrote to Raja Sarup Singh on June 19, 1837, assuring 
him that British Government had always been guided by “ the principles of 
justice and equity”, adding: “......on these principles alone, your claim. 

to the vacant * gaddi ’ of the late Raja Sangat Singh was recognised as valid 
(B. N. 37, p. 221). 

The letter of the Lieutenant-Governor, North-West Provinoes, also oonveyed 
the same sentiments. (B. N. 37, p. 221). 

1 Metcalfe to Clerk, August 17, 1837, B. N. 37, L, N. 73, 

Lord Auckland wrote : «• I am surprised at the allusion you have made 
to the Jind case and regret to find that you insinuate a failure of justice 
instead of acknowledging in common with all peraons the indulgent considera¬ 
tion which has been shown to the claims of Sarup Singh to that Ghiefship. ” 
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that he would place him on the ‘gaddi' at Jind on that day.i 
Ho olao mentioned that the Sardar wanted to be invested with a 
‘Khillat* of aucoession by the British Government. Clerk informed 
the Agent at Delhi that in the ‘Toahakhana* at Ambala were lying 

a *KaIgi'. a ‘‘aarpeoh” of Murray's time and a valuable sword 
presented to him (Clerk) by Maharaja Ranjit Singh; that these 
articles, with the addition of clothes, of about the value of 
Rs. 300 would constitute a good 'Khillaf which will prove accept¬ 
able to the Raja elect. Metcalfe agreed with the proposal but he 
wantd a Nazrana from the Sardar equal in ;;value to the articles 
presented.^ The Agent also began making arrangements to pay to 
Sarup Singh the surplus revenues of the estate, after paying over 
all establishment —SadHT and Mufassil, He also wanted to deduct the 
exppns‘»8 of the Ist Local Horse employed in Jind, and the expense of 
troops used in suppressing the rebellion in Balwali.* 

On March 9 1837, Clerk wrote that Raja Sarup Singh* ascended 
the ‘gaddi* of Jind on the 8th instead of 9th, and that he was 
present to invest him. He then described the investiture ceremony.* 

. In a letter addressed to Metcalfe,* dated May 9, 1837, 

Clerk enclosed the two 'Kharitaa* sent by Sarup Singh, one to the Cover- 
nor-€leneral, and the other to the Lieutenat-Governor, He also 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 3, 1837, B. N. 83. L. N. 6. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, March U, 1837, B.N. 37. L.N.24. 

Metcalfe inquired about the ‘‘supposed** value of Sarpech, Kalgt and sw^rd. 
etc. (B.N. 37, L.N.20, March l4, 1837) 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 3, 1S37, B.N. 83, L.N. 6. 

The expenses of the Ist Local Horse amounted to Rs. 10540/15/-, of Begam 
Samru's troops Rs.$091/3/ iO; the expense incurred in the suppression r f BaUwa 

revolt was R8.2278/6/. (B.N.37, L.N,33, p. 93. and B.N.36, p. 107), 

4. Sarup Singh proved to be a conscientious and successful ^uler—Calcutta Review, 
October-December, 1844} p. 196, 

6. Clerk to Metcalfe, B,N. 83, L:N. 7. 

6. Clerk to MetcoHe, B. N. 83, L. N. 20. 
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submitted the lists of articles forming the ‘Khillat' of the Raja. Sarup^ 
S’ngh desired to present *Khillats' to Clerk and Metcalfe hut, being 
told that it was contrary to the orders of Government, had to drop' 
the idea. He gave ‘Nazrana* to Government in the form of presents 
a fact which it disliked. Metcalfe thought' that the Nazraha should 
have been in the form of money, one hundred gold mohurs would 
have been enough; a Nazrana in the form of presents had too much 
the appearance of equality and did not mark the relative position oF 
the parties, Metcalfe adding in conclusion that it was not the amount * 
but the principle involved which had to be considered.^ By the*^ 
persTiasion of Clerk, Snrup Singh presented a Nazar of gold mobui:s 
for the Governor-General and a Nazar of 50 Mohurs for the Lieutenant- 
Governor.® 

.. • ' 

It was the earnest desire of Raja Sarup Singh, since the day 
of his accession, to recover the rest of the Jind territory. He wrote 
to the Agra Government to that effect though Clerk fully explained 
the grounds on which the British Government bad thought proper to 

* 

keep in possession certain of the territories ruled by Sangat Singh.® 

I 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, June /i, 1837, B. K. 37, L. N. 65. 

t 

2. The Court of Directors expressed their approval of the Licutentant-Governor’a 
action in having “required to presentation of a Kazar on his instalment, 
instead of a more exchange of Khillat.*** 

.1 

B. N. 38, p. 60, extract of Para 20 of the Despatch of the Court of Direc¬ 
tors, October 24, Ko. CO of 1838. r 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe. July 10. 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 33. 

Sangat Singh had on hia accession offered a Nazar of 61 gold njohtur, 
to the Oovernor^Genoral (B* N. 70, L, N* 2ll)a 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe. May 21, lb37. B. K. 83, L, K. 23. 


> 
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Aletcalfo in a lattar of June I5» replied, as follows*- 


..You are renuestod to apprise the Raj,, that having suoooedoa 
to the possession of h.s ancestor, Raja Gajpat Singl,. he has obtaine.l 

all that .9 considered to be his due and that Raja Sanest Sineh bavin 

died without issue, the rest of his territory, which did not belon 

to any ancestor of the present Raja, is deemed to have lap ed in 

part to the British Govornmeut and in part to Maharaja Raniit 
Singh.” ^ 


if 


if 


I 


^^c•tc.llfe to r.’ei-k, June 10. 1837, 13. N. 37, L. X. 57 . 

Sarup Smgb «.,aia possession ofhalf of whici, l.a.l ,« l.a ro, 

to Ranj.t Singl., and wanted to recover tl.o Itrilist. half „,.d delivered a writ tea 
representntton to Clerk who behoved that the n.oiety of Mndk, had beca 
granted to the J.nd Chief before ISOS and as such bad lapsed to the Coven 

mvnt (B. N. S3. L. aN 35, Juno 38. le:,,;. dork auggested to Metcalte that 
some other villages might bo taken from Sarnp Singl. in hen of half of .Mudk, 
Metcalfe m reply said that the Mudki .jnestion had boon settled once for all 
by the orders of Government and that no farther orders were noccssuty 
(B. N. 37, L. K. 02), If Itaju Surni. Singh d.tsirod an o.\c!iange, his proposal 
could be t. ke.i into consideration if it ca.no seriously froni him: iMetcalfe 
observed : '• It is not desirable that any sucb arrangonio:it should bo pro- 
posed by us with any chance of its being objected to 
(B. N. 37, L. N. 62, July 14, 1837). 


About his occupation of the Sikh half of Mudki, Sarup Singh urg. d 
that there could bo no necessity for displacing his authority until Maharaja 
Banjit Singh desired to occupy it. Clerk was of the opinion that iho 
arrangement was preferable to soliciting Maharaja Rnnjit Singh to introduce 
his BUthority in Mudki N. 83, L. N. 25, June 28, 1837). 

On January 2, 1838, Metcalfe sent to Clerk copies of correspondence 
exchanged between Sarup Singh and the Lieutenant-Governor ; Haja Saiup 
Singh laid claim “ to the remainder of the Jiml poasessions ” but Ike 
latter refused to entertain the Raja's olaitn. 


Metcalfe to Clerk, January 2, 1838, B, N, 38, L, N. 1. 

Sarup S.ugh to Lieutenant-Governor, November 25, 1837, B. N. 38, p. 2. 
Lieutenant-Governor to Sarup Singh, December, 16, 1837, B. N. 38, p. 2 . 
Sarup Smgh to Hamilton, November 25, 1837, B. N. 38, p. 2. 

Hamilton to Sarup Singh, December 16, 1837, B. N. 38, p. 3. 



The Court of Directorn, to whom the Jind question had been 
reported, were disposed to take a more liberal view of the inheritance 
of Sarup Singh, as would be clear from the following extract:' **....<« It 
does not appear whether the whole of the possessions of Jind„:family, 
since acquired from Gajpat Singh’s time were obtained by grant either 
from Ranjit Singh or from the British Government or its predecssors. 
If any portion were acquired otherwise as for instance by conquest, 

we cannot perceive on what grounds it can lapse to Government. Such 
possessions, we should conceive, ought to pass to the next heir Sarup 

Sineh, as private property, under simiUr circumstances, would do, and 
the fact that the territory may so pass is proved by numerous instances 
produced by the agents of the four Phulkian Chiefs. 

You will, therefore, inform us whether any part of the territory, 
which has been assumed by the British Government, comes within 
this principle; if so, you will consider whether it ought not be justice to 

be made over to Sarup Singh.” 


Macnaghten, Secretary to the Government of India; accordingly 
enquired from Clerk how the whole of the possessions of the Jind family, 
since Gajpat Singh's time, were acquired,* 

Clerk replied: “The whole of poseesBions of the Jind family, 

acquired since Gajpat Singh’s time, were obtaind by grant from Gajg^t 

Singh or British Government*". Therefore, tne despatch only expressed 
a pious wish and Sarup Singh could not get any territory beyond what 



1. B.N. 38, p.222. Extract from a letter from the Court of Directors, No. 28^dated 

November 8, 1837, ,, 

/ 

2. Macnaghten to Clerk, August 4, 1838, B.N,38, L.N.48. ^ 


3. Clerk to Maonaghien, August 19, 1838, B.N. 83, L.N. 80* 


• * 
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had been awarded to him by the Supreme Government. But this did 
not appear to satisfy him as even as late as in December 1844, he 
put forward a claim to Ludhiana, Morinda and Bassia.^ 

Another problem that Sarup Singh had to face was that of 
the mother and the widows of Raja Sangat Singh. They were 
indignant at the accession of the Chief of Bazidpur. whom they regar¬ 
ded as a usurper and an interloper. They made repeated complaints 

to the Government of cruelly, and ill-treatment shown to them bv the 

_ » 

new Raja.* Sarup Singh wanted to win them over ami after a few 


1 . Broadfoot to Secretary, Agra Government, December 7, 1844, B, N- 164, 
L. N. 11. 

Thornton, Secretary at Agra, wrote to Broadfoot on December 28, 

1844, in regard to the claima preferred by Sarup Singh to Ludhiana, Morinda 
and-Baeia, ae follows :— 

\ou will inform the Ituja of Jind that iieitlier in writing nor verbally 
can any claim of his to tho resumed portions of the Jind territory be oiiter- 
lained. The Honourable the Court of Directors have finally sanctioned the 
resumption of these Parganas and the British Governmeul cannot suffer tlie 
stability of property to be shaken by the existence of doubts regarding the 

maintenance of rule over states which they finve once formally annexed to 
their dominions ” (B, N. 8 -jA, L. N. 99). 

ThiS'refusal of Government greatly annoyed Sarup Singh whose be¬ 
haviour' in October and Novenibci-, 1846 was punished by a heavy fine which 
was, however, remitted in view jf tlie services he later on rendered. 

2. B. N. 37, LL. N. 82 (p. 265-06, August 23, 1837i and Il4 (p. 4U6-14, November, 

/ 1837).From Mai Sahib Ivunwar and Ram Sabha Kuuwar, two petitions to 

Clerk, complaining against Sarup Singh.They even petitioned Metcalfe at 

Delhi (p, 267-70, August 23, 1837) and the Lieutenant-Governor, North West 
Province (p. 271-88, August 23, 1837). 

Also see : Metcalfe to Clerk, August 21, 1837, B. N. 37, L. N. 79. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, September 7, 1837, B. N. 37, L. N. 86. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, October 16, 1837. B, N. 83, L. N. 48. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, August 3, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 35. 

Maddock to Clerk, July 27, 1839. B. N. 39, L. N. 39. 

Their complaints were that Sarup Singh bad plundered property worth 
lakhs from Jind and had conveyed it to Bazidpur and that he bad tried to 

violate the sanctity of their Zenana and £0 on- ^B. N. 37, L. N. 114. Sarup 
Singh also complained against them (B. N. 38, L. N. 23. May 30, 1837)—for 
example Mai Sahib Hunwar refused to accept the allowance made to her by 
Sarup Singh (B. N. 38, p. 114). 
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Weeks of his accession, had a long talk with Clerk, especially about! 

their maintenance. The Raja of Patiala was anxious to know the 

intentions of Government towards them and urged Clerk, with whom 

he had a private talk to recommend to Government to abstain from 

all interference regarding the widows.^ The Raja said that he would 

prevail upon them to marry Sarup Singh. This was being done by* 

the Raja, added Clerk, in order to silence all opposition to Sarup Singh. ' 

Clerk had a long talk with Sardar Ranjit Singh, the father of Sabha 

Kanwar, about the matter. He replied that he would be guided by 

the wishes of his daughter and wanted Clerk to postpone for a 

month the question of her provision. Sarup Singh also expressed the 

same wish and Clerk, therefore, agreed to abide by their wishes. The^ 

junior widows would be determined in their choice by the decision 

of Sabha Kanwar, the senior widow. In regard to her provision, the 

Raja was willing to give her additional allowance of Rs. 3277/7/- 

a year; she was already in possession of lands worth about Rs- 4100 

% 

per annum; he was averse to any further increase.* 


The reply of Metcalfe* was that there should be no inter¬ 
ference **in regard to the provision to be made for the widows 
of the late Raja of Jind until the result of the endeavours to 
affect their marriage with the present Raja shall be known.*’ The 
provision proposed to be granted for Sabha Kanwar was considered 
ample by him. 


1, Clerk to Metcalfe, June 28, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N, 26. 


1 . 

.1 ; 


2. Ibid. The Board of Directors had desired the provision to thj widows to bs 
liberal (B. N. 38, p. 222). 

1 

8. Metcalfe to Clerk, July 14, 1837, B. N. 37, L. N, 62. 




. 
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On July 27, 1837,1 Clerk informed Metcalfe that Sarup Singh 

proposed to assign to the widows of Sangat Singh— Sabha Ku 

and BaniSukhan- a village each and some daily allowance. HrL" 

married the third widow and would have married the two above also had 
they been willing to contract the alliance.* When Rani Sabha Ku’nwar 
again complained. Clerk wrote : “.it apnears that 

which the Ram is subjected, arose from the interference of the Raja with 
the arrangements of the Zenana in which she resides and in particular the 

appointmentofofficers, whose employment is offensive to the Rani to 

superintend such arrangements*.” Clerk was not prepared to interfere 

in these squabbles ; in reality, as Clerk said, she had not taken kindly to 
the accession of Sarup Singh.* Metcalfe authorised Clerk to adopt such 
. measures as he thought proper to prevent further complaints from the 


/ 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 27, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 34. 

2. Ranis Sabha Kunwar and Sukhan complained that Sarup Singh had taken 

away Rani Tibba Wali, the third Rani of Sangat Singh and added : we 
would have served the same fate had it not been for the protection and bra¬ 
very ot our sepoys .(B. N. 37, L. N. 114, p. 409. 

■f ; 

3. Clerk to Metcalle, August 3. 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 36. 

' 4.' Clerk said! ** However, conciliatory the Raja's conduct might be, it is pro¬ 
bable that her sense of her own superior rights may nevertheless incline her 

j i * 

^ always to maintain at least that degree of estrangement which has so long 
subsisted between the former Chiefs of Jind and the family of Raja Sarup 
Singh ”, 
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widowa:ftnd mother of Sangot Sicgfa.^ rClerk inC^&iDed Metcalfe 

.that agents of the Mai and the iRani had ''presented 'a - petition non 
behalf of their employers to be forwarded > to Government ;*he adddd^that 
he had also told them that they must consider fthe question »Of 'Jind 
sucoession as decided and that they should advise both'the ladies'to 
feconoile themselves to Government of Kaja Sarup SinghBut Olertt 
added : “ Of this, I have not much expectation.” The Supreme 'Govern- 
ment refused to interfere in this dispute ; it after concurring with ^tfae 
sentiments expressed by Clerk, wanted the Political Agent to t^e 
suitable opportunity of expressing^ to the Raja, the gratification -which’ it 
would feel at learning that<the Ranis had been deprived of all ■ ground 6f 
complaint,’ So.no heed waa i paid to their complaints and the diminished 
state of Jind, despite their opposition, passed to a collateral of ‘Sangat 
Singh-Sarup Singh of Bazidpur,’ 




\ 

1. Metcalfe to Clerk, September 7, ^37,3.-N.~.87, L.'N. gB. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, October 16, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N,.48. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, March 8, 1838, B. N. 38, L. N. 12. 

MaoDaghtea to Metcalfe, March 3, 1838, B N. 38, p. 48, and extract of latter 
No. 232 of February 16, addressed to Maonaghteo by Metcalfe, [p, 49). 

4 . Sarup Singh stood by the British Oovernment during the first and.SjBOOud 
Sikh Wars, when many of the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs were either lukewarm or qpesly 
hostile. He also served Government in the orisis of 1867 wi>.h unparalleled 
zeal and energy, so much so that according to Qriffin, \he British Qovemment 
hod never had an ally more true and loyal in heart than Sarup Singh. 
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4. The Lapse of Kaithal 

TheBhaikian principality of Kaitiml was the moat important, 
■state which lapsed to the British Government in IS 43 . Its annexation 

aroused great misgivings in the minds of the Cis-.Siiilej Chiefs i,i 
Kaithal itself, it led to an outbreak which had to be suppressed forcibly 
jbefore the town could he occupied. To understand all that happened 
we must know the geneologioal table of the Kaithal family * 

Bhai Gurbaksh Singh- 
Died 1766 


Gurdas 

Dbana 

Desu 

Takht 

Sukha 

Hucilr 

Singh 

Singh 

Singh 

Singh 

Singh 

Sin 

(died 

1 

died 

died 



died 

ohild- 

1 

1781. 

i:84. 


j 

1768. 

lees). 

1 

1 






Karam 

Singh 

died 

1810. 

His 

widow 

Lai 

Singh 

died 

1818. 

1 

Behai 

Singh 

died 

1783. 

Gurdit 

Singh 

died 

1800. 

Bassawa 

Singh 

died 

1822. 

1 

Bhag- 

Partab 

Udai 

Punjab 

Gulab Sangat 

bhari 

Singh 

Singh 

Singh 

Singh. Singh. 

died 

died 

died 

died 


1818. 

1 

1823. 

1843. 

1836. 


Daughter I 



1 

Rattan 




1 

t 

Kunwar. 

1 


1 

1 


THE KAITHAL FAMILY. THE ARNOWLI BROTHERS. 


1. The Table has been taken from Lawrence's Report on Kaitba), prepared by 
him when he was in Nepal, bearing the date April 26, 1844, and the Table 

given by Richmond (B. N. 88 A, p. 304) and compared to that given by Griffin 
in •• Laws ' of Inheritance to Chiefships ”, on p. 97. According to Richmond, 

Budba Singh was the eldest, while there was some doubt with regard to the 
■eniority of the other four brothers. He does not mention Gurdas Singh, 
inelnded by Lawrence. This, of course, does not affect the point at issue. 
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Bbai Gurbaksh Singh was the founder of the Chiefship.^ Kaithal 
was conquered by Desu Singh from some Afghans. After the death of 
Desu Singh, his second son, Bhai Lai Singh secured it, after killing his 
elder brother, Behai Singh, Ht much enlarged his territory by new 
acquisitions and was the greatest of the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs, after the ruler 
of Patiala, at the time of the Proclamation of 1809. Bhai Lai Singh wh-s 
succeeded in 1818 by his elder son Partab Singh who reigned- till >^1828 
He was followed by his younger brother, Bhai Udai Singh, who was the 

last of the line and die i in 1843 leaving no heirs. His nearest collaterals 
were Gulnb Singh and Sangat Singh of Arnowli, the great grand>son of 
Bhai Gurbaksh Singh. 

\ 



1. Clerk gave the early history of the Bbais in these words; *<The Bhais of Kaithal 
are descended from emigrants from Jaisalmer, some centuries ago, like the 
Pbulkian family of Sikhs, settled as a pasture people in the jungle country. 
They are descended from the same stock as the Phulkians, that is the familie a 
of Patiala, Jind, Nabba and the Maharajkian Sikhs. They subsequently became 
Zamindars and Cbaudhris, paying revenue to the Mohammadan Government, 
until one of them attending on the Sikh Guru in the Punjab, received from him 

the familiar affiliation of Bhai, which the family has continued ever since, as 
its distinguishing title and he was held in a certain degree of reverence. 

Bhai Gurbaksh Singh, the common ancestor of Kaithal and AmowU 
Houses and the founder of the Chiefship, was a principle leader among ths 
Sikhs when they fought their great ba'tle with the Mohamm adans at Sarhiod 
in 1763 . 

Bbai Desu Singh, the graad*father of Bha^ ^dai Singh possessed himself 
of Kaithal from the Mohommadans about fifty years ago and made it his chief 
place of residenoe,*’ (B. N. 88A, L. N. 1). In his letter, dated February 16, 
1844, Hiobmond also gave an account of the acquisition of Kaithal territory 
by Bhai Lai Singh. (B N. 88A, p. 242>44). According to him, the territory was 
acquired “by force or by fraud" (B. N. 88A, L. N 94). Richmond perhaps for¬ 
got that kingdoms generally owe their origin to fcrce or fraud. In* another 
letter written in October 1845, Kiobmond discussed the same point at great 
length (B. N. 88A, L N. 97. p. 288—302). But the best account is from the pen 
of Major Lawrence who was put in charge of Kaithal by Clerk. In this cpnneo 
tion, see B. N. 88A, L. N. 98, p. 320—333). 


4 ■ 


M 

■1 . % 

Also see Griffin's: "The Rajas of the Punjab ", p,48't49T(|'optnq^) 


n» 
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The British Government had been expecting the death of 
Bhai Udai Singl, for some years owing to his t,«d health In 18 '6 
Clerk had reported that ho had a paralytic stroke nnrl ti . •• 

d..,k d.f.y A ! 

... b.li.,.d 11,.I th, Btol ot K.i,h.l J 

Government preferred to oecupy the state which would lap.c to its.! 

the Bhai had no son. The Phulkian Chiefs, depending on the prece 

dent of 1837 when Sarup Singh of Bar.idpur had been • dccl re, I 

as the Raja of Jind by Government, wanted Gulab Sinol r 
to succeed to the Kaithal <gaddi’.» Smgh of Arnowli 


But Udai Singh lived on. In November 1836, he sent hi, 
Dtwan Tulsr Ram and his confiden,ial agent, Mehtab Singh to 
meet Clerk and tell him that the Patiala Ruler had visited him at 
Kaithal and recommended a member of Arnowli branch to bo made 
an heir, but that the Bhai had pointed out to the Patiala chief 
that he knew of no such right of Arnowli family; and that in order 
to convince the Raja that he was in earnest, he had dismissed from 

Kaithal all members of that family sent thither on the plea of 
inquiring about his health. 


,0“ Cl«k questioning them about their views and those of the 
Bhai in the matter of successtion, the Diwan and the agent stated 
that neither the Bhai nor they much considered the subject because they 
hoped for the Bhai's recovery. But Clerk suspected that most probably 
the claims of 5uraj Kanwar, the wife of Bhai .would be favourably 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B, N. 82. L. N. 44 . 

< |f 


2. Clerk to Metcalfe, November 30, IS36, B- N. 82, L. N. 180. 
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eatertained by the Kaithal authoritieB. Thiii lady balotlgeaH to the 
family of Ballabhgarh of which the Diwan was also a membdr.* I 

S 

The Bhai managed to survive, until in March 1843, his- 
oondition bee roe so grave that the Clerk who was at that time-. 
acting as an envoy to the court of Lahore, wrote to his assistant 
G^eatb^d: -The Bhai of Kaithal being again suffering from one of^ 
those dangerous attacks of illness to which for four years past he 

has been subject.you will be prepared, in the event of his 

demise, to march from your camp in the vicinity and take the 
Parganas of the Kaithal territory under the protection of the 

British Government/'* 

( 

A Proclamation, to be issued in the event of the death of^ 
the Bhai, was also enclosed.* 


to Metcalfe, No^fember 30, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 180. 

2. Clerk to Greathed March 13, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 2. 

The Pargana of Qujjarmal, conferred by tbe Lahore ruler on Bhai Lai 
Singh of Kaithal in 1812 was to revert to him, and the Parganas which were to 
devolve on the Bhai of Arnowli were also mentioned (B. N. 88A, L. N. 94). 

The Paragana were those which foimed the territory of Bhai Gucbakabi^ 
Singh, as the Bhais of Arnowli would only inherit through him, their common j 
ancestor. Here also, tbe British authorities were the following the precedent 
of Jind; Samp Singh bad been only given the territory of Gajpst Singh, 
bis ancestor. 

Again, the British Government was following the policy it adopted in 
Jind in the matter of acquisitions granted to the CiS'Sutlej Chiefs hy Banjit 
Singh, which, if mad© after 1809, were returnable to the donor. 

8. Clerk observed to GrtatheJ : You will introduce an administration and our 

occupation of Thanas as far as possible, by means of old offioers.of the 

BhaPs Government avoiding all sudden sweeping changes of persons or things. 
....... You will guarantee the adjustment of arrears due to troops or oivU 

establishment.-With regard to the personal estatOr including tiessuro 

which is supposed to be considerable, it should be proper that you should 
apprise the Kaithal ministry that its members will be jointly, and saveialKy. 
held responsible by the British Government for a true account of It *'• 
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On the snrae day, Clerk rvrote to c 1 
Commanding at Ambala. to f.rnish Greathed "It 
^at.ve Infantry for the protection of his oa.„„ J 1 -‘on of 
aut onty .hile annexing certain r„rga„,,, „ ^ «-'-.>ing ,„s 

East India Company.- Clerk had alreade r . ‘'oniiniona of 
from Ambala to join Grcathed. ^ '^-rected one hundred Sawa,„ 

Writing to Thomason 

India, on .March 16 . Clerk mentioneT’'Wv 1" T, 

, .pur to Greathed a month earlier to mar l 
anltcpatton of the death of 13hai Uda-Sin K r m 

teen ealled atvay to Kercepnr. cLk ,m «-thed had 

.g«.n returned to the vieinity of Kaith.l to be “ 
t.on to execute what.ver instructions were giv “ uonWn/ent pre,, 
-dded that be had been apprised of the do tl'^ 
occurred in the cariy hours of the morning on LLt 1^ 

Talking of the state of Kaithal Clerk a h n 

™<i .h„ 

be given to Bhai Gulab Singh the t hief r ! ''UP"®«' ‘^o.ild 

0». of Bl,.i o„b.k.i Siogh a. J 

tbe Parganaa including 



L 

2 . 

3. 


Clerk to Bolton, March 13, 1843, B. N. 88A. L. N. 3. 

Clerk to Thomason, March 16, 1843, B. N, ]o8, L. N. 34. 

Vide Despatch of the Court of Directors No. 33 of 184S . » i ^ 

1M3 fB. N. 88A, L. N. 16). The relevant extr> . ’ ' 

without issue of Udai Singh, Bhai or Chief of Kahhal' o^'o^h^ P ‘‘r"’ 
the Protected States, his nearest male r > . ■ „ Principal of 

was acknowledged as his successor ooIflraWy m\te«Vwh"V' 

.«a dowu fbr the four Phu.kian Princip^ties-P^r 


In accordance) however, with the 
1837, the collateral heir of Kaithal 


decision passed in the state of Jiu.l 
has been deemed entitled to succeed 


Continued on next page 





tl86] 


the Pargana of KaUbal would escheat to the British Govefflnlflnt. 
The revenue from the lapse Would be ab'>ut four lakh rupees per 



Continued from page .185 

only to a« much of tbc eebate as was derived from the ooramon ancestor which 
in this case is the emaller portion yielding only about a lakh of rupees per 
annum. WhatevOT bad been acquired subsequently to the separation of the 
" two Branches (which occurred by tho death of Bhai Gurbaksh Singh m 
17C6) baa been cont'idered an escheat to the British Government except tho 
Pargana of Gujiarirab conferred on the Chief ofKaithalby Ranjit Singh in 
1812. which is hold to revert to the Lahore Government.” 

According to Richmond, the territory given to the Arnowli Sardaf was 
only worth Rs. 20.000 a year. The Bhai of Arnowli refused to have the 
Fargemas ceded to him. contending *• that if his right is good to any part* 
it is good to the whole territories held by Udai Singh,** (B, N, &8A, L. N. 94). 

Also see, Richtoond to Currie. October 14. 1846. B. N. 88A, L. If. 97. 

The ruler of Pat-isla wrote to Richmond on September 29, 1844 supporting 
the claims of Bhai Gulab Singh of Arnowli to all Kaithal territory, even to the 
Pargana of Gujjnrrral. which had been returned to Lahore, (B. N, 88A, 
p. 306—10). 

1. F. ISI. 88A, L. N' 6, dated March 16, 1843, B. N. 163, L. N, 7. 

* 

The following Ferganas were to escheat to the British Government i 
Kaithal. Fatehpur. Pudri, Pobava, Amin. Sothuru. Chika. Sunsar, Barna, 
Kakrals, Rularim. Idahala-Gobdan. Buda Lada and Fatta Juner. Later on. 
Mahala-Gobdao, conpieiing of 23 villages, was exchanged for 38 villages of 
Pargana Suffedon of jjcd by Lawrence. (B, N. 88A. LL. N. 92 and 93. August 
1 and July 29, 1843.) 

The followiiiK iVr^anas were to be given to Bbei Gulab Singh Arnowli 8 
Babri-Bhuohoki. Beh.T»ii, Rhudal. Kara and Dhannasu. Tho Bhaia, Qulab 
Singb and Sangat Singh of Arnowli, were asked to take the poMession of these 
‘ Parganev (B. N. 88A, L. N. 6) ; Clerk also asked the Kaithal authoritiee 
to expedite the traDB/€r of the Parganas—both to the British Qovemment 
and the Bbais of Arnowli. The Qujjarmal Parganaa vaa returned to 
raja Sher Singh of Lahore (B. B. 88A, L. N. 90). Clerk wrote apeoially to 

€on$iwued on next page 
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annum; the territory was capable of great imprn rement. It had hcor. 
greatly neglected in the reigns of Udai Singh and hie father i.-.i 
Singh ; for four years, during which period Hhai Udai Singh wan ih 

the people had been in many parts in a lawleee state. lint, a.i.-it,,] 
Clerk, all this would disappear in course of i:me. 

As the Phulhian rulers were getting very excited and nervoue. 
Clerk thought it prudent to address a letter to the ruler of l i.f.ial 
explaining the Governments attitude towards Kaith-d,* and pointing i.tn 


Continued from page 186 

Tulsi Ram, the Kaithal minister, asking him “ to eP;oiD all the autboritiPH ai. 
officere in the several Parganas that they without the least delay aiteu i 
to whatever directiona Mr. Greathed may jdease to give regarding tho 
occupation by the British Government of the Par^anas alluded to nj tl *) 
above order and affording every assistance. '* 

(Clerk to Tulsi Ram, March IG, 1843, B. N. SPA, L, N. 4), 

1, Clerk to Patiala, March 17, 1843, B. N. 163, L. N. 9, and B. N,88A, t. N, I 
March 17, 1843. 

Talking of the lapse, Clerk remarked;.In the same manner a?^ after 

the death of Raja Sangat Singh, the British Governrr.ant after consideralion, 
with a view to preserve the family, acknowledged tbsrightsof the survjviuj/ 
descendante of Raja Gajpat Singh to possession Vjelonging to or acijmrt*! 
by him, the acquisition of others as Bhag Singh down to Sangat Singh, 
declared to have escheated to the British Government, so in this cas*' tho 
right of Gurbaksh Singh’s descendants, that is, of Bbai Bhag Singli of 
Amowli proved to whatever territory was possessed by Gurbaksh Slngb, and 
the acquisitions of Bhai Udai Singh, now belong to the British Government. 
In short,* whatever belongs to the ancestor of Bbai Gulab Singh up to Btui 
Gurbaksh Singh, the common ancestor of both the branches, will be comfirme<l 
to Bbai Gulab Singh and rest I have directed Mr. Greathed to resume in tho 
name of the British Goveroment. 

But Karam Singh of Patiala was not eutisfied with this view of tho 
claims of Bbai Gulab Singh Arnowli, who, according to him, was ** tho 
rightful heir to what Bbai Udai Singh and other Bhais possessed, both before 
and after, the states came under the protection of the English.’* That was ubjo 
the view of the Raja of Jind but the Nabha Roju. was in favour of the claims 
advanced by the mother and widows of Bbai Udai Singh (B. N. lO'), 
LL.N. 118, USA and 119j. 
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how both Jind and Kaithal cases had been treated on similer lines. 
Jind continued to exist as a state because, Gajpab Singh > the 
ancestor of Sarup Singh, bad conquered a sufficient portion of 
territory including Jind, while Gurbaksh Singh's descendant. Bhai 
Gulab Singh of Arnowli, could not get much as most of the principality, 
including Kaithal, had been conquered by the successors of Gurbaksh 
Singh. One sui vived as a stale ; the o»her disappeared from the map. 
the resentment of the Phulkian rulers was os unreasonable as it w.-s 
foolish. It was merely an accident that a large part of the Kaithal 
state became an escheat. Perhaps that could not be avoided| as long as the 
r( I itions of the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs with the Paramount power rested on the 
old basis* Unless a change was made in the relations between the 
two, such cases were bound to arise with unpleasant consequences 
for the Cis-Sutlej rulers. 

The Supreme Government approved of the lapse of Kaithal, 
Clerk being instructed to correspond with the Government of 
North-West provinces on all subjects ofmoected with its adminis-* 

ration and revenue management.^ 

% 

Meanwhile Greathed addrissed three letters to Clerk in 
which he described the situation in Kaithal. In the first letter,^ 
Greathed, who was in camp at Bassein, said how he had 

proceeded to Kaithal via Malerkotla and Sumana which he had 
reached on March 23. From Malerkotla, he had sent Clerk's 
proclamation to the Kaithal ministers, and bis own instructions 
directing all Tbanedars and subordinates in authority in escheated 
Parganas to acknowledge the rule of the British Governmentj like¬ 
wise, he had warned the Bbai's officials, in charge of the treasure 
and persona] effects of the ruler, that they would be held 
responsible for the full amount of the trust,* The Kaithal xaiaisters 
met Greathed on the 23rd and conducted him to bis tents. They wera 


I- Thomaaon to Clerk, March 30. 1843, B- N. 122, L. K. 62. 

*• Greathed to Clerk, March f4, 1843, B. N. 88A>, B. N. 9. 

Ibid. 
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accompanied by the agents or Mnlitoemids of Patiala X,|j|, 

rulers who had come to condole with the rel .fives of n '’ 

and to confer with the Kaithal ministers regardlr' 
of the Government, Qreathed rend the order; one of "th 
Muoshi Ghasi Ram, gave the reply. Ite dilated upon the vn!/ 

of the Bhai'i family, the distress into whicli hia widows arid 
were thrown and the impropriety under such circiimstances of detern ^ 
ing a question which demanded inquiry and reHt-ction. Oreatht-d^ 
to ba drawn into any argument about the riffht. ..f ^^fnyed 

i)\ PU('CPSS10I1 n 

referred them to Clerk^s orders, and gave them a copy of Clerk' ' 
to Patiala, dated March 17, 1813,' ar.d notified to 'the assembly Tt 

he had been d pitted to carry those orders into efteot .. , ‘ 

'' aiui that he wis 

hot prepared to argue about their propriety.- Greathed tlien d 

to be put in the possession of the esdicated Pargan^s and 
treasure and personal eflVcts of tho late Bhai ; the delay' would 

projiidicial to the interests of the Mai and tJie widows, (ire itl 
went on to say^ 

- Upto tho moment (5 P. M.), 1 have received no written or 
verbal answer. The answer 1 obtain to my querie.s is that a writte 
reply is in the course of preparation. 

I do not perceive any disposition on the part of the ministers to 

recommend the mother and widows to conform with your order... 


1. Clerk to Patiala, B, N. 163, L. N, 9. 

The letter was givea in order to explain to the Kaithal Minister the 
grounds on which Kaithal was being treated as a lapse. 

2 . Greathed said about the attitude of the mmisters that-they would return no 

answer beyond the general phrases that the British Government is supreme and 
tbey^ hoped foroonsideration.*' 

Oreatbed to Clerk, March 24, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 9 
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Sucpeoting that the representatiTea of the Fhulkian rulera, were 
inciting the Kaithal Miniatera to hold on, Greathed aaked them to* 
withdraw from Kaithal or they would incur the impreaaion of aupporting 
“the contumacy now dieplayed."» At Clerk’s requiaition, Colonel 
BoHon aent two Bisaalaa of Cavalry to accompany Greathed who also 
wrote to Major-General Fast to send two companies of Native Infantry 
to Kaithal. 

In the second letter,^ Greathed informed Clerk that he had 
repeated his request to the Kaithal ministers to be put in charge of 
Kaithal, but their reply was that no answer could be given to the 
demand for the space of one month. That reply they® sent through 
Gulzara Singh Vakil ; be handed it over to Greathed who observed to 
Clerk ; " It has since been acknowledged by the whole bcdy of minister* 
in my presence, as their united and, for the present, definite answer." 

Greathed sent his third letter on March 27 to Clerk. He wrote 
that the Kaithal ministry had taken no steps to transfer the adminis- 
tration of the state to the British Government and that the agents of 




Greathed had seat the aamea of these agents to ^erk He also wrote pe^onally 
U, Baja Karam Singh that his agents were inciting the Ka.thal authorrt.e. to 

hold out. (B. N. 88A, L. N. 13, March 24, 1843). 


2. Greathed to Clerk. March 26, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 10. 


3. Kaithal authorities to Greathed, March 24, 1843, B. N. 88A,L. N. 11. 

They wrote: •• Our calamity is not unknown to you, yet as your requiu- 

tions for a reply ore urgent, we hog leave to inform you briefly that the funeral 
rites of so great Baja, who died so young, continue for the period of a year; 
but at ail events till the expiration of tk© period of condolence...you will ©xouso 
us from making any reply.’* 



Patiala, N»bha and Jind were still in Kwithal inspite of his injunction 
to withdraw.* 

Aocording to Greathed,* the three Rajas wanted that tlie entires 
principality should go to Bhai Quiab Singh of Arnowli. Mai Sahib Kaur, 
the mother of Ddai Singh and Suraj Kaur, his wife, wanted the Ghiefship 
individually or jointly. There was another candidate — Fateh>Jaag 
Singh, the son of the late Bhai Mob Singh of Guniba, whom the late 
Bhai desired to adopt. Greathed also reported the news of a possible 

4 

compromise by which Rani Suraj Kaur was to adopt the son of 
Bhai Gulab Singh of Arnowli and rule jointly with Mai Sahib 
Kunwar during their respective lives ; after their deaths, the Chief 
ship would go to the son of Gulab Singh.^ ALL parties, added 
Greathed, were united in opposing the British rule. Greathed also 
deputed two agents to offer condolence to the Mai and warn her 
against the non-compliance of Clerk s orders.^ 


1. B. N. 88A, L. N 12. Writing to Patiala, Clerk expressed his surprise that his 

agents and thuse of Jind and Nabha should have waited on Greathed for dis- 

oussions regarding the Kaitbal Chiefahip ; be said that final orders had been 
given and after the orders the intorfer«m:e of any one else in this particular was 
by no means necessary. Clerk added : “ I do not perceive the advantage of 

your agents now visiting Kaitbal .Had the mission of the agents to Kaithal 

been to persuade the Mai Sahib Kaur and Suraj Kaur to obedience that would 
be no doubt beneficial to their interests and the Mai would eventually have 
been thankful for your good advice but any advice with a view to postpone the 
completion of these arrangements must prove very die-advantageous to the 

Mai's interest, 

(B. N. 8»A, L N. 61, March 27,1813), 

Greathed to Clerk, March 27, 1848, B. N. 88, L. N. 12, 

3. Greathed did not believe in these proposals, as they were not communioatod to 
him by either party and therefore “ must be looked up8n aa idle and pernicious 

intrigues to gain time." 

4 . Greathed. also sent a letter of Clerk to the Mai dated March 24 (B. N. 88A, L. N. 
69) in which Clerk bad expressed a hope that she would not listen to the advice 
of interested people and that any opposition to the orders of Government would 
cause) trouble to herself and Suraj Kunwar. 
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Clerk addressed a letter to Thomason, the Secretary to the 
Government of India, in which he wrote that the Kaithal ministers 
had not agreed to transfer the administration of the state to the 
British Government,^ The minister, Tulsi Ram, wanted to secure the 
state for Suraj Kaur, the widow of the late Bhai, and a sister of the 
Baja of Ballabgarh. But, as Clerk pointed out, the widow’s claim 
was disposed of by the opinion of Bhai Lai Singh, the father of Udai 
Singh, who in 1811 had declared in writing to Ochterlony that widows 
were not entitled to succeed to the Bhaikian Chiefship.^ Clerk was 
of the view that the rulers of Patiala, Nabha and Jind would have 
recourse to any means, but that of violence, to prevent any lands 
escheating to the Supreme Government, and that they were acting 
in opposition to the rule laid down in the Jind case. Moreover, 
Patiala was taking the lead in the opposition because of certain bonds 
executed by his brother, Ajit Singh, who had borrowed money from 
the late Bhai of Kaithal on the strength of those bonds the Raja was 
afraid that the British Go^'ernmeiit might enforce their payment. 

In regard to adoption of Fateh-Jang Singh by the late Bhai, Clerk 
was emphatically of the opinion that succession to Chiefship by adop¬ 
tion bad never been practised by the Sikhs.^ He quoted the case^ 
of Tnd Kunwar of Radaur and the Sardarni of Ambala. The .former 
had wanted to adopt her grand-son (the son of her daughter 


1. Clerk to Thomason, March oO, 1843, B. N. S8A, L. K. 8. 

2. Murray in his letter to Colebiooke had given the example of five Bhuikian 

a 

widows whose claims were ignored (B. N. 74, p. 157-68, January 10, 1828), 

3. ' Cletk said I ** On the subject of those bonds, the Bhai had several times 

appealed to me, and 1 was endeavouring to affeot an amicable adjustment of 
the claim.** - 

4 . Clerk to Thomason. March 30, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 8, and B. N. 168, L. N. 37, 
I have discussed the point earlier. 
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And the Ladwa Chief) as her successor to the estate of Radaur, but 
Government had lefu^ed to sanction the adoption and the estate 

lapsed ; similarly, the latter had also tried to adopt an heir but 
the sanction was not given and her estate had escheated to Government 
after her death.^ If the principle of adoption were accepted by 
Government, it would be deprived from succeeding to an estate, in 
the event of the failure of heirs. 


Clerk was sure that the Kaithal ministers would comply with 

his orders. They wanted to see him or, if possible, and send a 

deputation to meet the Lieutenant-Governor at Agra so that they 

might beseech for "the relinquishment by the British Government of 
irs claims, but Clerk declared that all this would be of no use.- 

Meanwhile he requested Government to allow him to call upon Major- 
General Fast to send troops to Kaithal to enforce his orders. 


Thomason conveyed to Clerk the orders of the Governor-General;® 
in accordance with Clerk's wishes Major-General Fast was instructed 
to place such troops at his disposal '* as the resistance of the ministers 
of the late Bhai of Kaithal may render necessary for the purpose of 
enabling the Government to enter upon t he possession of the territory 
which has lapsed to it by his death Clerk was further told ** that 
the Government is desirous that in the event of troops being required 


li Clerk tfO Tbomaeon, March 30, 1843, B. N. 88A, L, K, 8, and B. N. 168, 1^ N, 37, 

Also See, B. N. 83, L. N, 46. 

2. Clerk said that the Kaithal Ministers felt encouraged by the example of the 
Jind case, when such a deputation met with some succesa at Allahabad* 

3. Thomason to Clerk, April 6, 1843, B. N. 133, L. N. 57. 


so largfF a force should be sent as may preclude the chance of any 
collision taking place.” 

On March 30,^ Clerk informed the Kaithal authorities that he 
had asked for troops to deal with them as they continued to make 
pretext for delay in obeying his orders. He also wrote* to Raja 
Karam Singh of Patiala that his orders had been disobeyed by the 
Kaithal ministers who were being incited by the agents of his state 
and that he was calling troops to enforce his orders. 

Writing to Clerk on March 29, Greathed said that the Kaithal 

ministers, professing to act in obedience to the orders of Mai Sahib 
Kunwar, were still adamant in their refusal to acknowledge the 
escheat of the Kaithal state to the British Government.® He also 
suspected that the representatives of the Rajas of Patiala, Nabha and 
Jind were inciting the Kaithal authorities ; Greathed thought that 
their object was to preserve the Raj of Kaithal entire in the, hands 
of a male, that the power and influence of the Phulkian family may 
not be curtailed.*’ 


1. B. N. 38, L. N. 18, Orders issued to Kaithal authorities. 

2. Clerk to Karartt Singh, March 30, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N, it. 

Clerk wrote: .they in consultation with your Agents present at 

Kaithal have disobeyed these orders ond have as yet evinced nothing but a 

spirit of opposition or evasion.It is much to be r egretted that your agents 

without my permission should have gone for their own purpose to Kaithal and 
should have taken part in auoh disobedienoe. 1 now expect that you will refuse 
your permission to your agents to join in the Coun oils of this -desoription”. 


8. Greathed to Clerk, B. N« 88A, L. N. 2G« 
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Greathed also sent for Tulsi Ram and other minUtcrs and 
warned them that by their conduct, tlie Mai and the Ranis would 
subject themselves to be shut out from the bounty and care of the 
British Government and left to be provided for by the Bhais of 
Arnowli,* The ministeis as usual were accompanied by the 
deputies of the three Rajas, though Greathed told them that neither 
they were sent for nor was their presence desirable. 


On March 31, Greathed wrote to Clerk that his warnings had 

produced no effect and that the Kaithal ministry had refused to 
yield to his demand,^ 


On April 3, 1843,3 Greathed delivered to the Kaithal ministers Clerk’s 

orders of March 30, addressed to them, and gave a copy to the 

agents of the three rulers also. The only effect produced was the 

departure of the agents of Patiala and Jind. Greathed also told the 
ministers that if they had the intentions of submitting they should 

corneas a deputation at an appointed hour, conduct him with his 
escort to the fort and thus give its formal possession. Greathed 
concluded by saying that their silence led him to suppose that they 
would brave the displeasure of ihe Govenment. On 5th« and 7th« 
April, Greathed informed Clerk that the agents of Nabha had also 
left but the Kaithal ministry persevered in withholding obedience 
and that it had not communicated with him since he had delivered 
the last warning. 


Greathed to Clerk, March 29, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 20. 

2. Greathed to Clerk, B. N. 88A, L. N. 27- 

3. Greathed to Clerk, B. N. 88A, L. N. 28. 

4. Greathed to Clerk, B. K. 88A, L» N. 20, 

6. Greathed to Clerk, B. N. 86A, L. N. 30 
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Clerk reported to Ihomason on the 8th April^ that the 
special agents of the three Rajas had taken their departure whiis 

only the ordinary ones were left at Kaithal. Further, Clerk was 
convinced that Mai Sahib Kanwar and her advisers wpuld not 

not give up Kaithal until they were forced to do so. ^ 

Clerk arrived at Ambala on the 5th April at night and 
was met there by two confidential officers*—Gulab Singh and Mehtab 
Singh—sent by the Mai. The rest may be told in the words o 
Clerk : — 

* 

.they came on the part of the Mai with a 

message from her, which they said they could only reveal to me 
•in private; I took them aside and it was this; that she cared no 
thing for the Phulkian Chiefs and would prefer much to any plan 
of theira regarding the succession, that the Chiefship should remain 
with her and her daughter-in-law during their lives and that in 
consideration of this she would write in a formal manner the 
British her successor and meanwhile pay any amount of “Nazrana** 

in money, either in one large sum or annually, that I might think 

• • 

proper. 


I replied that there was nothing in this proposal that ought 
to induce me to delay a moment to adopt the coercive measures 
for which I had come towards Kaithal, yet, as they could by 

their then setting off, send to me by the same hour in the 

/ 

following night, the compliance of the Mai with my requisition for 


1, Clerk to Thomason, B. N. 22- 

The ordinary agents bad been ordered to confine themaelret to the forma 
of condotenoe and to admonitiona againat the diaobadienoe of Clark** o?d*?f 

tf ' 

- /?■ >, .a. Air: 0? ... 


4 
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the introduction of the British Thanas, 1 would delay there so 
long. They immediately set out,.i” 


Clerk addressed a letter to Major-general Fad. Commanding 
Sarhind Division, asking him to move tome troops to join him. as 
he was coming to the conclu>ion that the Kaithal ministry would not 
yield till the arrival of the troops.^ On April 8, he wrote another 
letter to the Major-general, saying " that troops may march \ipon 
Kaithal and take possession of it and its dependant —Thanas.”=* A 
troop of Horse artillery was arriving at Thanesar and Clerk asked 
his permission to take it to Kaithal. Two companies of the 73rd 
Regiment were also reaching Thanesar and he wanted to take them 
also to Kaithal. Clerk said that he himself would be reaching 
Thanesar on his way to Kaithal by the next day. 


\ 



1. Clark to Thomason* April 8, 1843* B* N. 88 A, L. N. 22. 

Clerk wrote acotber letter to Mai Sahib Kunwar and Uani Suraj 
Kunwar on April 9* and in which after recapitulating all the preceding 
eventfl, he accused them of delaying to comply with his instructions inspite of 
his letter of March 2l, He said that be had to requisition troops in order to 

enforce the orders of Government and added that when Sahib Kunwer’s two 
agents had met him at Ambala on the 5th, that even there he had given 

•them to underatond that unless they comp- lied with bis orders, the troops 
would actually March ; he had given them twenty-four hours notice but nothing 
had been done by them and the affairs remained in the same state. He concluded 
<•.your councillors ore involvin gyou in measure that must, if persisted 

in, infallibly render the Bluish Government indisposed to afford you.means 

of o.'mfort.your persisting longer in dis.obedience will convince me of the 

nooessity of using military means to carry into effect my orders. ” 

IB. N. 88A, L. N. 62, April 9, 1843). 

2. Clerk to Fast, April 6 1 843* B. N. 88A, L. N. 23. 
plerk to Fasti April 6 1843, B* N, 88A* L» N. 2^. 


\ 
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A letter from Greathed dated April 10,' showed how much 
the situation had deteriorated. Lieutanant Liptrot, Commanding 

the detachment of the 3rd Irregular Cavalry, had examined the 
various outlets of the town of Kaithal. He had placed seven 

pickets of twenty men each at various points to intercept all 

communications between the city and the country. The pickets 

had been ordered not to allow any property or armed men to 
leave the town and to prevent people from entering it; an infantry 

picket had been posted to guard the road in the vicinity of 
the Camp. * ' 

On April 11, 1843,* Clerk reported to Thomason, the clash 
between Greathed*s escort and Kaithal insurgents in the following 
words ; — 


"At 1 A.M. this morning, a horseman came here from 
Kaithal and reported that Mr, Greathed and the escort with 

him consisting of two companies of the 72nd Regiment N.L and 
two Rissalas of the 3rd Irregular Cavalry, were occupying a ruined 
house outside the town of Kaithal and were, when he left them 
at 4 P.M., surrounded, fired upon and hard prest by a large 
body of insurgents in consequence of a collision between a party 
of Kaithal Sawars with the latter dn their execution outside the 
town of the duty of watching and preventing reinforcement coming 
in from the country; that the party attacked was soon reinforced 
by another party sent down from the Camp; but that the Kaithal 
Sawars were joined by so large a body of insurgents from the 
town, that the Irregular Cavalry was unable to maintain its ground, 
that the detachment had lost several men and their camp had 
been plundered and fired.” 


\ 


-T , 



m 


... r. 


1. Qreaihed to Clerk, B, N. 88A, L. N. 33. f r» • 


Q.eathod reported: «•- the 8th and 9th pMsed over without auj 

oommunioation from the Kaithal miniatry ; they waited upon me on th< 

evenm* of the 7th, but offered no proposition of wseat tp the esohsat, of thi 
Kaithal state”. 


Clark to ThomMoa, B,N. 88A, L. N, 39, 
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Having heard the narrative twice and at last believing it to be 
true Clerk asked Colonel Palmer, the officer sent by Major-General Fdst 
to command the troops, to advance the detachment to Bhore, a village 
belonging to the Britisli and situated near Knithal. Before the troops 
were preparing to march, a line arrived from Greathed confirming the 

account of the Sawar ; before the troops had advan ced helf a mile, Clerk 
met Greathed, falling back from Kaithal.* Clerk sent two express 

letters® on the same day.one to Majoi-General Fast and the other 

to Colonel Bolton, Commanding at Ambala.degciibing the actual 

collision between Brirish forces and the Kailhal insurgents. He appealed 
to both of them to send reinforcements as soon os possible towards 
Kaithal by the high road.^ He was also anxious to preseive the safety 
of Ambala where was kept a large treasuie and requested Mbjor-General 
Fast to make eirangements* accordingly. Again, Clerk Mas not in favour 
of withdrawal of troops from the Sutlej as there was the possibility of 
armed Sikh bands crossing frem the other side of the river. Clerk also 


1. clerk to Thomaeon, April U, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 32. 

2. Clerk to Bolton, April II, 1843, B.N.88A. L.N.36. 

Clerk to Fast, April 11, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 36. 

3. It was apparent that Clork feared an extensive rieiog end made hie arrange- 
manta accordingly. That was why he was at such paina to expedite the march 
of troops towarde Kaitbal ao that the rebels there might not have eny 
opportunity of getting help either from the neighbouring states or fiom acres 
the Sutlej. For example, writing to Major-General Fast on April II, 1843, he 
authorised him to make an immediate call on Meerut or Delhi for troops and 
requested him to keep an eye cn the neighbouring villages which wore 
inhabited by people of evil habits, given to robbery end plunder. N, 8SA, 

L.N.36} . 

4. Clerk toFaat, April 11, 1843. B. N. 88A, L. K. 36. 
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frtote to Maharaja Sher Singh of Lahore that he would rely on his issu¬ 
ing such urgent orders to Rai Gobind Jas at Ludhiana and Fakir 
Chiragh Din at Ferozepur from controlling the ghats on the Sutlej 

as would prevent the passage of any insurgents across the 
river.i 

Clerk addressed Raja Karam Sing of Patiala on the 11th, told 
him of the outbreak of the insurrection of Kaithal, adding that the 
authorities there had dared oppose the orders of Government and there¬ 
fore deserved a signal punishment.^ He also wrote that the advice of his 
agents had only served to countenance the presumption of the Kaithal 

ministers, remarking in conclusion : **.it remains to be seen what 

course of conduct your advice may be leading them. I, however, give 
you warning that at this critical juncture the Chiefs of these states have 

4 

to take many precautions, for what ever may be their conduct, bo shall 
they be dealt with, by the Government.'*® He also requested the Raja 
not to allow the Kaithal lebles to pass through his territory and to &ee 
that his own subjects did not join the insurrection.* When Clerk heard 
that Mohan Singh of Bhadaur had joined the insurgents at Kaithal with 
one hundred Horsemen, he wrote to the Raja again on the 12th asking 
him, as the Bhadauris were his vadsals, to take suitable action.^ 


1. Clerk to Sher Singh, April 11, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 70. 

e 

Clerk wrote to Chiragh Din and Gobind Jas, personally also - B.N. 88A» 

LL.N. 66 and (9. 

f 

2. Clerk to Karatn Singh of Patiala, April 11, 1843, B.N. 88A, L.N. 63. 

3. The copies of the letter were forwarded to the rulers of Nabha and Jind also; 
the letter, without the warning clause, was sent to the Chiefs of l^haneaar, 
Ladwa, Maler- kotla and Arnowli, as these wore the states in the neighbour^ 
hood. 

4. Jbtd, B.N 88.4, L.N* 64. Clerk wrotet**...,,. art youf villages are eoAtigttOUS to 
those of Kaithal, your authorities then will be held responeible if any of the 
Kaithal rebels are allowed to pass by those roads through your territbry.** 

5. Clerk to Karam Singh, April 12, 1843, B.N. 88A> L.N.66. 
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Kajn Karnu) Singh of Patiala thought tlint ihin^rs 1) id 
ft TPjy eerious turn, for which h© hiiusclf was perhaps n »t prepiir.i^l. 
Writing to Clerk on the 13(h, lie ©aid that he had harut with greai 
regret and indignation of the occnrreueea at Kaithnl niid that h<‘ 
making every arr ngement to prevent hi^ subjects fioTu 
joining the affray and that he was taking all propi r iiieftsureK 
against theiehels* Writing again the sun*'day, llie R ija informed 
Clerk (hat he himself was mareliing towards Kaitlial with his tioof^e. 
in Older to drive out the rebels from there siid hand over the jdaM- 
to the British HUthoritiea, He also faid that Rajas Samp Singh of Jind 
and Daviiider Singh* of Nabha were oIho marching at the bead of 

their troops to co-operate with him in this task.® 


In regard to the compliint of Clerk against his agents Ai 
K uithal, Raja Karam Singh said that hie djpnties had gone to 
Kaithal on a brotherly visit of condolence. I'liey ln:d tried to pei- 
euade the Kaithal m^ni^te^s to obey the orders of Grealhed but their 
sdvice had not been heeded.* About toe i>articip itiuu of the Bhadaurir. 
the Reja said that he had, even befoi© the receipt of Clerk’s letter, 
fcnt a w'elbequipped force to apprehend them as well as to prevent 
the advance of others from Bhadaur or from any other direction 
towards Kaithal,* 


1. Karam Singh to Cleifc, B. N. 8SA, L. N. 76. 

2. Davindar Singh had succeeded his lather JoA\^ant Singh in 1840. (B N. 

L. N. 167.) B. N. 84. L. N. 286, B. N. 132, L. N. 3. 

3^ Karum Singh to Clerk, B. N. 88A, L. N. 77. 

Clerk told the agent of Patiala that the rel)0lUoo would be put down by 
the Britiab troops and that the Raja should stay near the frontier to intercept 
the rebels in their flight. 

Karam Singh to clerk, April 15, 1843. B N. 103, L- N. 43. 

4. Karam Singh lo Clerk, April 13, 1843, B, K. 88A, L N. 77. 

6, Karam Singh to Clerk, April 16, 1843, B. N. 88A,L. N. 79. 


[ 202 ] 


r 


Clerk was Verv milch gratified to hear that the Raja of Patiala 
Was proceeding with his troops towards Kaithal and that he had also 
called the Rajas of Jind and Nabha to help the British Government. 
Clerk observed:* ‘‘These are indications of your zeal in the service of the 
British Government. I am already aware of your constant attention 
and exertions to aid the British interests. Such indeed are tke 
obligations of the state in friendly alliance." 

I 

Let me once again turn to the affairs in KaithaK Clerk wrote 
to Major>General Fast that if Kaithal were to be soon seized, 
the country would in all probability be quieted at once.* Writing to 
him again on the 16tb, Clerk informed him that the front and town 
of Kaithal had been evacuated on the previous night by the rebels.® 
He suggested that a wing of a strong Regiment, two Rissalas of 

Cavalry, a brigade of Horse Artillery and Field Battery should 
be kept at Kaithal for a short time. This was fully approved by 
the Governor-GeneraH. He also addressed a note to Major-General 
Lumley, Adjutant-General of the Army, for the information of the 
Commander-in-Chief, that he was occupying with Thanas all the 
country.® ' 

4 

i 4 t I 

Clerk addressed a letter to Thomason on the 14tb informing 
him that Colonel Bolton was marching to Fatehabadi about eight 


1. Clerk to Karam Singh, April 14, 1843, B, N. 88A, L. N. 71. 

2. Clerk to Fast, April 13, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 37. 

3. Clerk to Fast, B. N. 88A, L. N. 41. 

Clerk said that the presenoe of the company ef the Sappers could be 
utilized in making a road from Kaithal to Kamal in which he would employ 
people of Kaithal ‘‘as one of the speediest means of oorreoting the present 
habits of the robbers in the Jungle'^. This was highly apprecriatd by Qovera« 
ment. 

4. Thomason to Clerk, April 18, 1843, B. N. S8A, L. N. 44. 

For withdrawal of troops from Kaithal, please see B. N. 67, LL. N, W 
and 118, and B. K. 68, LL. N. 49 and 61. 

6. Clerk to Lumley, April 16, 1843, B, N, 83A, L. N. 42« 
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TT.iles * X) side ofKnithal the next dtiy. The i^nirhon in tiio fort 
rf Kaithnl consisted of about six Imndred men inch/9in*j loO 
Roliillas ; the iMni had appealed to tlio people to rise “ enmasse " hut 
the appeal had sicnally failed. With the exception of two vili 
none ( f the zaaiindars had responded, although tlie Mai had j^romi^cd 
two years’ reniission of nnt and plunder.^ On the contrary, Clerk 
received visits from headim n of a number of villages, ne .r Thaneaar, 
who hod come with a message of loyalty for the British tiovernraent. 
On the 13ih, the principal merchants (»f Kiitlial cimo to Clerk to 
express their good will to Government ; the I'olitieal Agent asked them 
'' to supply grain etc, to the British force at Fatehf)iir, to which they 

, willingly agreed. 


In the afternoon, Tulsi Bam, Muiishi Bahadur Singh, Jhanda 
Singh and other officers of the Kaithal Government, eaine to see Clerk 
tuit he refused to see them. Th'u a messenger come fiom Tulsi Ram, 
hut Ch rk told him that he was not prepared to hold any communi¬ 
cation till he brought the keys of the fort and the state properly 
and the leaders of outrage of the 10th instant in irons.^ Clerk was of 
the opinion that it was a mere ruse to gain time for tlicir garrism,® 



1. Clerk to Thomaeon, April 14, 184.3, B.N’.88A, L.M.38, 

2. Clerk said: ‘ This the messenger informed mo they could not do but they soon 
would. To this I replied that the Major-General, Cmmanding the Sirhind 

Divisifn, wou’d-lose do time in taking possession of Kaithal but that if 

at any time before his arriving there, they desired to obtain a hearing? from 
me on any subject 1 had now stated to them distinctly the terms on which 
above such communicuti3n would take place. 

3 Clerk added :*T have adopted every precaution in my power to prevent the 
escape of those man composing the garrison in Kaithal or who were actors in 
the outrage ot the 10th insiaut, through tbe territories of the protected Chiyfs 
to tbe Korlh of the Sutlej.'* (B. N. 88 a, L, N, 38), 



» 
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him ^ X. Thomason another letter on the 15th telling 

‘infill i^Au ^ under Colonel Bolton had reached Fatehpur 

y- Ipndant supplies had been made available for the troops 
y the merchants of Kaithal. The headmen of the villages, 

' 'rough which they passed, came forward to offer their allegiance 

Government. Or. the 16th,* Clerk reported the 

vRcuation ot the fort and town of K«ithal addii.g that he had 

^ent fome of his native offners to take possession. Thomason, 

r(*plj,ir.g on the 18th, expressed- the f-atiSfaciion ol the Governor- 

General in Council at the news and bis entire approval of Clerk's 

CO duct in the measures adopted which led to “this desirable 
ovent."* 

A regrettable step uas taken by Clerk in the Kaithal 
affairs and that was the razing of a village-Mundri- as iwoseioys 
were killed by certain inhabitants of that village. Wiiting to 
Major-General Fast, Clerk 8Ugg<sted the razing of the village« 
and the arrest of zamiiidars, if ho (Clerk) could procure sufficient 
evidence against them, w'hich might lead to their being identified ' 
and coBviettd of the crime. The razing of the village was not 
approved by the Governor-General who regretted to find hat 
punishment had not been confined to the persons in who^e houses 
tlte bloody epear and articles belonging to the sepoys were found.* 



I. Clerk tD Thomason, B. N. 88A, L. N. 

* Clerk to Thomason, B. N. 88A, L. N. 40. 


I. Thompson to ClerU, April 18, 1848, B. if. 88A, L. N. 4tf, 

4. Clerk to Fast, April 10, 1843, B. N. 88A. b. N. 45. 

5. Thomason to Clerk, April 20, 1843, B. N. 88A, b. N. 49, 

The Qovernor-Beoeral observed : ** Tbh razing of a village to the grotiud 
must necessarily bring temporary suffering upon many innocent personi and 
while it irritates all, it may be doubted, whether in a oouniry wherein houses 
are readily built, the measure is well oaloulated to deter ftom crime ; oaeouted 
too as it must bo by troopsi it may havs a tendency to promote mutual eiuaity 
between them and the people ahd to lead to aeta of futiMs violanoe#" ^ 


V. 


r ] 


’rhis view of the Governor-General was accepted by tho Court oJ 
t)ircCtofs which also condemned this measured Clerk ex-preseed tiis 
regret at the incident but in his defence remarked that he had 
tried to procure evidence to convict the murderers of the Britisli 
sepoys but in vain * The villagers were not willing to give any 
help. Moreover, very few inhabitants remKined at tliat time m tlie 
village : even they were allowed to depart untouched. Mundri, 
added Clerk, was a village infested by robbers and having a lofty 
tower of burnt bricks in the centre ; there were thirty such towefn 
in Kaithal and it was his intention to liave razed them to tlie ground 
in order to give to the people in general an immediate feeling of 
security. Clerk had also tried to find evidence to convict some of 
the headmen so as to seuten:e them to terms of liard labour on 
the road or to bind down the rest in penal se\itude to devote 
their time to agriculture herea'ter. To this the Governor-General 
had no objection and Thomason wrote to Clerk accordingly.^ 


1. D<‘8patch of l/h** Court of Directors, October *2."*, It. N, H.K, t-, N. iv. 

2. Clerk to Ttiomaooa, April 2d. !S43, B. N'. l>. N. (tt. 

3. Thomason to Clock, May t, B. N. SSA, L. N, 

Thomason wrote ns follows :— 

•' The Govcfnor Oeneral would not disapprove of the destruction of ths 
lofty towers mentioned by you as existing in aa many as villages of the 

Kaithal state nor would tltere be any obiection to the trial of any of the 
Headmen of these villages of plunderers to their bMog seuienced, if convioteih 
to hard labour on the roads. 

The Oovernor-Genoral wovild hope that those measures of unquestteoable 
expediency and justice would have the effect of deterring from the commission 
of crime without involving the risk of inflicting injury on any ionooeni 

parsoae.*^ 
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In the next letter dated April 17,^ Clerk reported to Govern¬ 
ment the capture by the troops of Patiala of the ring-leader of 
the revolt, Tek Singh. The story of the capture may be told in the 
words* of the Raja of Patiala ; “This day at 12, O’Clerk, Vishnu 
Purohit or family priest of the Mai deputed by herself came over to 
me and stated that Tek Singh, the leader of.the im^urgents, having taken 
the Mai under his charge and plundered whatever he could lay hands 
upon from the treasury in cash and property of the Kaitbal Government, 
had fled from that town with his armed followers with the intention of 
proceeding to the north of the Sutlej, that the Mai having thus arrived 
at the village Nawas, told the zamindars of his having been disloyal to 
her and requested their assistance in releasing her from his hand, that 
the zamindars had therefore assembled and taken the Mai from him and 

despatched her to Pehowa where she had put up. He furth. r s'ated that 
she sent word to him (the Maharaja) that the hostilities against the 

British had never taken place with her consent, that her remonstrances 
against such measures had not been attended to, that all her attempts 
to come to you had been frustrated, that she had not been able to fulfil 
your orders bcf ause those people had not allowed her to do so^.that 



1. Clerk to Thomason, B.N. 88A, L.N.50. 

2. Karam Singh to Clerk, April 16, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 62. 

3. Mai Sahib Kunwar in a letter to Clerk (B. N, 88A, L. N, 67) said ; ** I twice 

or thrice set out to reach you that 1 might describe my innocence and my 
readiness to deliver to you the keys of the fort...but the insurgents surrounded 
roe end brought me back forcibly from outside the town and p'ut ine again 
in the fort. The old ministers were also helpless before these inWi'gents.** 

’ * 

Clerk believed lier account to be true for he said ; ** Her account of 

her intention* while latterly in the fort and its frustration by her Sikhs, 1 
believe, are in the main true*'. (B. N. d8A> W N. 60^ April lit 1843). 

The Court of Directors also remarked i '*.,Tbe ‘reBistance at first 

passive became ultimately active though there appears good reason to 'beMeve 
that the violence which took place was the act rather of the armed retainors 
than of the widows and ministers thomselvea.** (B. N, 88A» L. N* I6)« 
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Tek Singh, the Chief of the insurgents, was now proceeding with 
cash and other property to the other side of the Sutlej in progress 
to Chika. Heiring the above statement I iininediately detached 100 
sowars to Pehowa to protect the Mai and to prevent her being carried 
by the insurgents in any direction. This also I did with a view t(» 

induce the Mai to act implicity according to your orders.I have 

despatched my troops under Bukshi fihamand Singh to intercept 
Tek Singh and other turbulent characters.” 


The actual capture is described by Raja Karam Singh in another 
letter' to Clerk : — 


.at mid-d ly it was reported that Tek Singh, the lemJer 

of the insurgents...was proceeding with 4U0 Sawars and a few guns, 

t king the Ranis with him to tlie other side of the Sutlej.and that 

he was returning upon Chika. I then lost no time in detaching 1000 
Sawars and a Baitalon of Infantry> under the command of Bakshi 

Ghamand Singh.The Bakshi came upon with Tek Siugii at DIi ram 

Biari in the Patiala territory and surrounded him, but liehad got two guns 
with him, these having opened a fire upon my troops as well as from his 
match-locks ; my troops were all round him. He will, therefore, soon 
be seized with all his followers and property. His escape is completely 
cut off." 


Writing to Sarfrac Ali, his Agent on attendance on Clerk, the 
Raja said ; .today, Sunday, at noon. Tek Singh was seized and 




U Karam Singh to Clerk, April l5> 184^, Bv N. 163, L N. *3\ 

I 


I 
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sent on to Ambala with two guns and elephants and carts laden with 
property. 

With Tek Singh, several other rebels were also apprehended. 
The number of rebels captured was sixty-eight,® including Tek Singh 
and Bhag Singh. With the former were captured 4 elephants. 2 bra • 
guns, one and a half lakh of rupees, and a grea deal of other property. 
For all his exertions, the Raja was warmly thanked by the Governor- 

General.* 


K K«fam Singh to Mir Sarfraz Alu B. N. 88A, L. N. 63. 

Without the active help of Baja Karam Singh, H would have been 

difficult to capture Tek Singh. When Clerk arrived at Kaithal on tbe 16th 
he learnt that nothing was kn^wn about Tek Singh. Then he heard of hia 
apprehension on the 17th, while passing through Chika and when he had 
reached Dharam Biari (about 4 miles beyond Chika), his being surrounded by 

the Maharaja's troops and being captured after a short resistance in which 
two or three men were killed on either side. 

Bskshi Ohamand Singh, the leader of the Patiala troops, was presented a 

eword of the value of Bs. 1000, while presents worth about Ra. 2000 wsro 
given to the ofilcials of Patiala and Jind, who bad helped in capturing th# 
rebels ■— B. N. 87, L. N. 149. 

2, Clerk to Thomason, April 25, 18l3, B. N. 88A, L. N. 68. 

The correct number of the rebels was Bizty>oiie, 

3 , Thomsfion to Clerk, April 21, 1843, B. N. 88A, L, N. 64. 

a 

About the insurrection, Clerk said that dashes of people hicfludmg Chiefe 

had looked with repugnance on the violence which had been done to tbe 

Britiah party at Kaithal and that he bad not bean able to dieoover a lingle 

act among them denoting any sympathy (B. N. SSA, I<. N. 65): Clerk talked 
in high terms of the assiatanoe rendered by tbe Chiefs, especially the Naweb of 

Kunjpura, who sent 60 Horsemen (B. N. 88A, L. N. 68). This fact was highly 

appreciated by the Qovernor.Geaeral, who regerded their oondnot with maeb 

satisfaction (B. N. 88A, L, N. 82), and also by the Cou t of Djreotora (B. N. 88Ar 
h, N, 16). 
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In regard to the punishment which should be inflicted on Mai 
Sahib Kunwar and Rani Suraj Kunwar, Clerk suggested that they 
should no longer be deemed deserving objects of the consideration of 
the British Government in any form.' He said that he had thought 
of recommending Rs. 60,000 a year for their maintenance ; the Governor- 
General reduced their allowance to Rs. 60,000; that punishment was 
thought sufficient by the Court of Directors.^ Of course, Tek Singh 


1. Clejk to Thomason, April 17. 1843. B. N. 88A, L. N, 60. 

- , The Mai and the widow of Udai Singh had taken theiter at Pohowa, a holy 
place with a few personal servants. Clerk sent them a message of assurance 
that they could live there without any fear of molestation. (B. N. $8A» 
L. N. 30). 

Maharaja Sber Singh wrote to Clerk expreuiog a hope that they would 
be considerately treated by the British Government. 

(B. N. 163. L. N. 46, May 22, 1843), 

It was suspected by Clerk that the mother and two widows of 
Udai Singh had carried with them 20,000 pieces of gold, valued at three 
to three and a half lakh of rupees. He refused to allow them any main¬ 
tenance until the tre/isure should be surrendered. The principal widow died 
and Cerk suggested, when ho was the Lieutenant-Governor, North-West 
Provinces, lliat the mother be granted a pension of Rs. 20,000, if she 
accounted for the treasure ; if she did not acooept the offer within six 
months, she was to get nothing. AU this, of course, was approved by t^overn- 
ment. The mother denied having carried away the gold and added that she 
was cfestitute. Richmond wrote that she and her remaiuing daughter-in-law 
were living in the bouses of Brahmins in Pehowa and had no ostensible 
means of livelihood except the remains of former wealth. Later on, Clerk 
was willing to give them Pehowa and some land worth Rs. 20,000 a year, 
together with the residence in Hardwar, belonging to Kaithal, provided 
they returned the treasure. However, as Richmond emphasised) it had not been 
returned but their olaim to the pension should be considered. 

(B. N. 160, L. N. 67, October 16, 1844). 

Tbeif subsequent fate U unknowil^ 
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and otber Chief rebels deserved a severe sentence, here also the 
Direotot^ remarked; “ Tek Singh and his principal adherents have 
merited a severe penalty which, however, should not be extended be¬ 
yond those who can be considered as leaders*'^ 

On April 17, Clerk informed Thomason that he was stationing 
Thanas throughout the Kaithal territory and that the troops wbal(i*^ 
leave Kaithal on the 20th ; but a few detachments were to be kept 
to avoid any repetition of such trouble.® The Governor-General ex¬ 
pressed great satisfaction at the news.® 

Thus passed away the crisis at Kaithal which now became a 
part of the company's dominions in India. The greatest credit was due 
to Clerk for promptitude, firmness and tact which he had displayed 
throughout this crisis. But for him and his wise measures, the situa¬ 
tion might have taken an ugly turn. It was in the fitness of the things 


1. Despatob of the Court of Directors, No. 3S of OCtober 26, 1843, B. N. 88A 
L. N. 16. 


For the trial of the Kaithal accused—Tek Singh and 60 others please 

see B. N. 168, L. N, 63, (the letter of Bichmond, Clerk's successor, to 
Agra Government). Tek Singh was sentenced to transportation for life. 
Kiohmond has dealt very exhaustively with the offences of all the accused* Out 
of 61, only 12, inchiding Tek Singh, were sentenced to long terms of imprison- 
menl ; 19 from 7 years, to I year, while the remaning thirty were asked 
to furnish securities for good behaviour for one year. According to 

Richmond, the attack on the British detachment was not^ preme¬ 
ditated but only «an affair of chance". Tek Singh waa described as **the 
person of most influence " in Kaithal and the chief person jwho had insti¬ 
gated Udai Singh's mothsr to resist the orders of British Qovernmentt and 
mainly responsible for not showing her to proceed to Olerk'e camp.. 

Many of such *rebel8' had fled aoorosa the Sutlej to return to their H em es 

in Kaithal in 1846. ‘ 
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that Thomason should have conveyed to him the approbation of the 
Governor-General for the zeal, energy and ability displayed by him.’ 


1. Thomason to Clerk, April 30, 1843, B. N. 88A» L, N, 82. 

That waft not the end of Kaithal question, as the Court of Directors 
were ansioiis to know how the lapsed portion of Kaithal came into ibo 
possession of the ancestors of Bhai Udai Singh, tho last ruler of the state. The 
reply was submitted by Richmond in a lengthy despatch of February 16, 1844 
(B. N. 88A, L. N. 04, p. 129—04). It seemed that tli© Court of Directors wanted 
the collateral heir to succeed to all the territories possessed by a deceased Chief 
without issue excepting those portions as wore conferred by tho grant of any 
overeign on the deceased Chief or his ancestor, subsequent to tho separation 
of the two branohos. As Richmond observed : “If this principle had been 
adhered to, it is my belief that Bhai Gulab 8ingh would now have been in 
possession of all the territories held by Bhai Udai Singh, excepting Gujjarmal 
which lapsed to Lahore on the death of tho latter.” After trao’ng the early 
history of Kaithal under Bhai Bal Singh, Richmond expressed his cordial 
approval with the suggestion of the Court of Directors. 

In reply, the Secretary at Agra regretted the tone of Richmond’s lette 

and observed : “ It is to be regretted that doubts have been cost on a 
measure which was deliberately adopted by the Government of the day and 
regarding which there seems to be no sufficient ground for anticipating any 
change of views I it is very much to be hoped that the doubts which you seem 
yourself to have entertained, were not allowed to find currency amongst the 
people so as to shake their confidence in the intentions of the British Govern* 
meat.” (B. N. 88A, L. N. 95). 

Ho wrote to the Supreme Government thus :— ** The Lieutenant* 
Gfovemor desires me to observe that the doubt thus thrown upon the 
intentions of the British Government regarding the Kaithal terTitory cannot 

fail to be most prejudicial to its prosperity. It is only on a full understand* 
ing of the final determination of the Supreme Government to retain the 

state that the expensive measures now in progress for the future improvement 
of the province can be warranted. The Lieutenant-Governor, therefore, 
hopes that the resolution of the Government on this important point may be 
early communicated to him and that a speedy termination may be put to the 
doubts which the agent now entertains.'* (B. N. 88A, p. 383—84, March 30 

1844). 

The Secretary at Calcutta replied : **.the expression of his own 

individual opinion by the Governor-Goaeral’s Agent, writing without authority, 
should not induce the Lieutenant-Governor to entertain any doubt, as to the 

(Continued on next page) 
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Major H. Lawrence was put in charge of the newlj^ lapsed 
territory of KaithalJ Clerk was very anxious to improve the territory 
and therefore gave very useful advice to Lawrei^e. For example, 
Lawrence was asked to impose light revenue so as to leave the indus¬ 
trious zamindars some capital to be employed for the improvement 
of the land under the Supervision of the Tehsildars ; water-courses were 
to be restored from the Saraswati, Ghaghar and Narkanda ; wells were to 
be sunk ; land was to be reclaimed ; in the villages of bad character, 
the people were to be bond down by bonds to extend their culti¬ 
vation and to harbour no thieves.* The Jagirdars were to be main¬ 
tained in their Jagirs at present ; later on, an inquiry might be 
instituted to ascertain the nature of grants ; in the event of an out¬ 
break police was to be used in the first instance ; later on military 
might be used, under the orders of the Officer Commanding at Sirhind. 
Finally, Clerk warned Lawrence against doing any thing to outrage 
the feelings of the Hindus in a sacred place like Pehowa ** as it 


{Continued from page 211) 

y 

* 

adherence of the Governor-General in Council, to the measures already 
adopted and acted upon, with respect to Kaithal, that measure stands 

unaltered, until over-ruled by higher authority.*’ (B. N. 88A, p. 286, 

April 30, 1341). 

Lawrence in his Report on Kaithal defended the action of Government 
in occupying the state. (B, N. 88A, p. 341). 

It was in December 1844 that the Bhai of Arnowli was finally told 
that the Court of Directors had rejected his claim to the lapsed territory 
of Kaithal. 

B. N. 88A,L. N, 99, December 28, 1844. 

1, Thomason to Lawrence, April 20, 1843, B. N. 88A. L. N. 80, 

Richmond to Hamilton, June 24, 1843, B. N. 87, L, N. 207. 

2. Thomason to Lawrence, April 20, 1843. B. N. 88A, L. N, 80. 

Clerk to Thomason, May 18, 1843, B. N. 87, L, N. 160. 

Thomason to Clerk, May 26, 1843, B. N. 133, L. N. 84. 
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would load them to draw a comparieon painful to their prejudices 
between their present and past government."' 

Lawrence wrote a letter to Clerk in which he made certain 
suggestions in regard to his work in Kaithal.^ Lawrence recommended 
that the three roads leailing from Kaithal to Ambala, Tbancsar and 

Karnal.as originally recomraendfd by Clerk.should bn bviilt 

without delay, the cost would be about Rs. .‘iOO a mile ; tlie canal cut 
from the Saraswati could be opened by spLUiding ab >ut lls, 2000. 
Lawrence aleo wanted Clerk to write to Government to sanction about 
Rs. 50,000, which sum be would utilize in improving drainage, building 
wells find constructing new canals.® The reMilt of this much needed 
measure would be that Kaithal would no longer be a resting place for 
rogues and vagabonds of other districts. Lawrence said that robbers 


1. The coiulition of the Kaithal people was very bod ; they wore lawless and given 

to robbery and pl\inder. Writing to Thomason on April 18, ClerU said that 
efforts would have to be mada “ to reclaim the people from the habits of viol¬ 
ence, that have prevailed in so many villages of this territory ” ; N. 88A, 

L. N. 53). Writing to Hamilton, the Secretary Agra Government, Cierk reported 
the deplorable stole of neglect to ^hich the late Government of Kaithal had for 
same years abandoned tho inhabitants. Clerk went on to say ; ‘'There are' 
villages but there ia little or no cultivation. The villagers live for the most 

part on plunder. The slate of Kaithal generally has for years^ast, been known 
to me such, that averse as I should bo at all times to recommend the British 
Government taking a hand to administer native stales for a time only, until 
their restoration in an improved state to native administration. 1 should have 
suggested such a measure here to check a great evil, had not the demise f the 
Chief, without heir, to t ho greater part of his possession, been daily expected for 
the se last six years ”. (B.N, 88A,L.K. 831 Within a few years, everything changed 

2. Lawrence to Clerk, May 9, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 87. 

3. Lawrence observed i “It may at first sight seem that I am advoca¬ 
ting an unnecessary expense but it is not really so and 1 am 

satisfied that in no part of India, could a present remissijn of 

revenue be likely to bring a more certain return than at Kaithal, 
if such remission is carefully applied to purchasing seed and 

agricultural implements, to opening out the old wells.digging new 

ones, raising bunds to retain and collect water and digging small 
casals from the several rivers, making roads emd restoring decayed 
bazars.” 


Also, see Calcutta Review, Ootober-December 1844, p. 203. 
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would leave the territory and their place would her taken up by 

more industrious persons. He was sure that, by this wise expenditure 
the revenue would be doubled within five yeers.i 


Clerk wrote to Hamilton on May Z2==, and said that the suttaes- 
sions of I,awrence should be accepted at once. He, in reply, conveyed 

the approval of the Governor-General, who was then in the North- 

West Provinces, to those suggestions ; the two-thousand rupees required 

for the re-opening of the canal from the Saraswati to Kaithal, were 

sactioned, advance was to be given to the zamindars or village 

communities for buying seed and implements, and making other 

improvements in the agricultural lands. The result was that within 

a few years Kaithal became as flourishing as any other well-managed 
British territory. ^ ® 


1. Lawrence to Clerk, May 9. 1143, B. N. 88A. L. N, 87. 

2. Clerk to Hamilton, May 12, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 86. 

Clerk added that he was sending all the prisoners that he 
could from Ambala to work in Kaithal. 


3. Hamilton to Clerk, May 19, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 88. 

He added : “ Hia Lordship is of opinion that the three lines of 

great roads now in progross. should be so oonstruotod as to admit of 

their being metalled**. 

The correspondence relating to Kaithal is to be found in other books 
also, for example see — 

B.N,168, LL,N, 34. 37, 39, 43, 46. 46, 47,48. 62. 

B.N. 133, LL.N. 62, 67, 63-66, 73, 75. 

B.N.163, (Vernacular correspondence), LL.N.20 to 43 , 

118, 118A; and 119. 

B.N.87, LL.Nsl45 and 140. 

For improvements in Kaithal, see B.N. 168,L.N.160, B.N.87, L.N.381,and 
B.N.169, L.N,H. 

For revenue survey, eee B.N.IM. LL.N. 6. 6, U and 80. B. N.87. L.N. 

403, B/N;«8» L.N.10, and B.N.180, L.N.67. 
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5. BAGHAT AAD JUBB/^L 

Tn November 1842,^ Cierk dealt with the eases of the Rajput 
principnlitieB ofBaghatand Jubbal. situated in tlie Simla IlilU. In 
the former, the younger brother of the deceased ruler was allowed to 
succeed and the lapsed state restored ; Clerk also took the opportunity 
of comparing the Rajput Laws of succession with those of the Sikhs. 
The case of the latter is unique as as its ruler, Puran Chand before his 
death, was said to have signed a deed of abdication.' lerk refused to 
accept the deed and succeeded in persuading Government to promise the 

estate to the son when he came of age. 

(i) Baghat. Raja Mohinder Singh of Baghat died and his 
estate was declared an escheat as he left no male child. In November 
1842, Vijai Singh, the younger brother of Mohinder Singh and the 
widows of the deceased ruler petitioned the Government and Maddock 
asked Clerk to report upon the petitions. Clerk's reply was as 

follows — 


1. Clejk received charge of the protected Hill States od October 31, 1842 from the 
Agent to the Lieutenant,.Governor Delhi. (B.N.66, L.N.162). 

2, Clerk to Maddock, November 10, 1842, B. N. 161, L. N. 74. 

As early as July 1839, Torrens had asked Clerk to state his opinioo, 

“ as to the rule proper to bo adopted in the claims of the coliaterHl 
heirs to Jagirs or estates in the Hill Princes held uuder Sanad from 
cbo British Government the latter bad also been requested to go fully uito 
the general question and asked to explain bow for the Jind cose could consti¬ 
tute •• the beee of a direct rule of guidance”. —B. N. 39, L. N. *>0, July 31, 

1839. 

On November 1 1, 1841, Hamilton, tbe Secretary to Government, North- 
West Provinces, also addressed Clerk on the propriety or otherwise of laying 
down any general rule of oollateral suoosasion in cases like Baghat (B. N. 128, 
L. N. 2t0). He also sent a despatch of Metcalfe (B. N. 128, p- 399-402, 

{Continued on next page) 
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‘ Mohinder Singh of Baghat died on January 11. 1839. His 

state was considered as escheat to the British Government. He left a 
rot er and he left wives. These claim the restoration of Mohinder 
Smghs small chiefship yielding about Es. 1600 a year, net revenue, 
ere appear to no rival pretensions between these parties, the widows 

advocating the cause of t heir husband’s brother. ' ' 


{Continued from page 115) 


October 12, 1841), the Agent at Delhi, addressed to Thomason, Secretary to 
to the Government. North-West Provinces relative to a claim advanced by 
the collateral teirs of the late Mohinder Singh of Baghat. Metcalfe was of 
the view that the Paramount Power was at liberty to exeroise its own 
judgement in disposing of such claims and that it was not intended that the 
estates should be continued in other than the direct line. He had referred the 
whole question to Colonel Tapp at Sabathu and quoted the opinion of 
Oohterlony that the “foolish and undecided conduct of Rana Mohider Singh at a 

time when his cordial co-operation with the British Government would hav^ 

been duly appreciated, led during his own life-time to the sequestration of the 
greater portion of his possessions ". Therefore, Metcalfe declared that under 
this view of the case the right of Government to resume the estate was unques^ 

tinned. He further remarked: “It has been shown that by usage in the Hill 
Provinces, the Paramount power possesses the right to exeroise its own judg- 
ment in resuming or continuing a lapsed Jagir to other than direot heirs. The 
prmoiple admitted, it seems hardly necessary to establish by law any fixed rule 
for future guidance.I beg to be understood that the principle of Jind 

succession may bo made applicable to the Hill provinces, but see no necessity 

for Dinding the Supremo Government to this line of procedure by any nuhlie 

declaration. If made applicable, no better course can be adopted thaTto coX 
nue the ancestral possessions oi the nearest male heir and to rasa mo such por- 
tion as may have been acquired by conquest or aggression”. 

Clerk’s view, however, was different. -mu- .u 

M.,;. M t ^ 





Colonel T.app» in hie report on this case (September 11, ISW ,) 
terme these Hill States Jagirs and the term has been since applied 

by others. I do not regard them in the light of Jagirs or the rule, 
renting to Jagirs at all applicable to them. Jag.r .s an assignment 
of nart of the revenue of the state, frequently for services to be perform- 
ed^and is neither alienable nor hereditary. The Hill Chiefships are 
territories conquered l,y these Ciiiefs some six cei.tun.s ago ; 
invaded by the Ourkh s who in somi cases occupied them ...and 
vrrested from the Guikhas by the British, who. pnvious to n.aking ll.e 
attempt, called upon all the Chiefs, by written prociamations to aid 
ill the re overy of their own possessions and hnally in restoring t em. 
declared the grant to be renewed. I deem that our views towards the 
hills were then oue thin - and our views now a very different one, an 
it is in this inconsistency, caprice and mutability m our opinions, 

regarding all great principles that is the bane of supremacy in India ; 

Colonel Tapp, in advocating the escheat, admits that “ the Hindu 
Law of inheritance bolds good in these Hills but tins cannot be, 
because the Hindu Law of Inheritance relates only to priv.ite proper 
Colonel Tapp, however, might have said that the general rule 
from time immemorial, hss been for these Hills Chiefships to descend 

to the nearest of heir. 


1 He was the Political Agent, Simla Hill States, and in bis letter to Torrens dated 
September 11. 1839. bad declared that the Hindu Law of Inheritance generally 
held good in the Hills; that in the days of the Gurkhas, the lapsed territory wos 
given to the nearest of kin, giving instances of Mylog, Sirmur, etc. e a 
^marked : “In all cases where the reigning Chieftain may die without issue. 

the right of the Paramount State to chose a successor has never been quos 
tioned 


(B.N.138, p. 406-08). 
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(, r M. Erskine.i when called upon for a 
mhwitance, commences by affirming that »the P 
iflvartably considered to possess the ri<rbr f Power is 

issue. It is th. ha^e died without legitimate 

lapse" because “ Mohin Je^r*^ fair unexceptionable 

secondly, there are heirs of o ; 

Mohinder Singh paid the forfeit o7ms omhl^ .; thirdly, 

vigilant, greedv neighbour of a n f ‘^''ansfer to his 

estimated at three folths ;f L 

" In the present case it was not 1 ro ' ^ ’■ ‘"‘id : 

ot, I conceive,, the intention of Sir David 


""zr" sx::;: r 

*h^ • u*- r amount Pow 13 invariably considorei to 0033933 

7“- o":::, ;trr; 

conduct of Mohinder Singh during the « Tk “ ‘^e 

all claims to indulgence 

(B. N. 128, p. 403-04). 

S tlie British Government, (B. N. 128 , p. 406— 08 ). ®^Smgh had been 

Also see, Ochterlony to Ross, June 12 , 1816 . 

Also see. Ochterlony to Ross, B. N. Cl, L,N. Ul. 

Also see. Ochterlony to Ross. April 28, 1817. B. N. 61. L. N. 221. 
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Ochterlonyto exclude collnternl heirs from succession. It was Mohinder 
Singh personally who had been ncnlectful.”' 



1. Clerk had nothing good to any about the Hill Chiefs whom ho characterised as 

<■ extremely ignorant and brutal ” and observed that the proper punishment 

for the paramount stats for gross management and oppression would be the 

sequestration of Hill Chieftaincies. He remarked that he had three Hill Slates 

under his charge all of which were being oppressively ruled by their chiefs 

but pointed out the difficulties in the po'ioy of lapse "" 

our notions of escheat in respect to the domaina of these Chiefs e rii 

to this region, by alienating its Chiefs from its people. Those.-.who have no 

direct heirs, look upon their Chieftaincy os a more life tenure and those who 
have, are little more at ease, because they fully comprehend that our appro¬ 
priating their estates at all arises not from any fixed ideas but from the 
desire to get all we can under cur direct dominion. They consequently 
apprehend that pretexts may be found to further our schemes even when 

linen! heirs exist.** 

Clerk olso took the opportunity of comparing the laws of inheritance 
of the Hill Chiefs with those of the Sikhs ami imde tlio following obser- 

^ vations;— 

•• I have observed in the Baghat correspondence a confounding together of 
things which hear no anology. What has the decision oi the Jind case or any 
other Sikh inheritance to do with the ancient customs of Uieso Hnjputs? Shortly 
before cur connection with the Sikhs, they were mere associations of robbers... 

...without any law but the sword.tho customs of the Rajputs ore so ancient 

and comprehensive that it seems folly or worse for us to d.calato rules for 
their inheritance.except in cases between rival parties claiming our arbi¬ 

tration. But after all it is hunting after a shadow to search for laws of 

inheritance to Chiefships here or elsewhere.so fixed as the Government 

desires to obtain ; the inheritance often descended amid anarchy ; the sword, the 

daggeror the prison cup.sometimes varied and determined a succession. 

The Hindu law which is so comprehensive regarding rights in private property 
provides not distinctly for Chiefships. It is not fair therefore to desire a 
claimant to support bis pretension by adducing fixed laws. We should be 
content to recognise their prescriptive customs of inheritance to arbitrate 

dispassionately between rival claimants, to judge every case.on its own 

merits, abandoning the vain hope of introducing uniformity ...and to prevent 

that minute and ruinous sub-division of landed property which speedily follows 
on our aversion to see native Chiefships maintained in respectability> (B. N. 

164. L. N. 74b 
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In the face of this very strong plea for Vijai Singh, Government 
accepted Clerk’s recommendation. Haddock informed Clerk that Vijai 
Singh was to he restored to the estate of his late brother, and added 

died witw’*^ Mohinder Singh had 

uicQ witiioiit any nearer Koir i i 

.z, r,::r:r fa ‘r 

time the state lapsed to the date T i- ^ 
di d the needful.4 ^“^ored. Erskine 


•9 



1. Maddock to Clerk. November 18, 1842, B. N. 131, L. N. 127 


2 . 


It is strange that Maddock in this letter alludes to Vijai Sineh as K • 

the deceased ruler of Baghat and Mohinder Singh, as the living brother 

In reality, i was just the reverse. Mohinder Singh had died and 

Singh was alive and the estate was restored to Viiai j ^ 

Mohinder Singh. ^ “0‘ ‘o 


3. Clerk to Erskine. December 12. 1842. B. N. 85. L. N. 668. 


4. Erskine to Clerk, Drcember 16, 1842, B. N. 60. L. N. 49. 


wanted to keen V ' s K Government 

nted to keep. Vijai Singh was quite agreeable to giving it as Nazrana 

but Government paid him Rs. 6000 for it (B. N. 131. L. N 127 ). 

See also • * 


Clerk to Erskine, December 24, 1842, B. N. 86, L. N. 672, 


Clerk to Erskine, December 27, 1842, B. N. 86, L. N. 674. 


On May 19. 1843, Clerk asked Erskine to bestow a Kl.ilat on the 
new ruler of a value not exceeding Rs. 300. (B. N, 87, L. N 1701 

“r c,„.... . J.. 


• \ 


.. ^ 


• ^ 
y 


i ' . ^ 

>< Mi, 
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(fj) JUBBAL. 

It was in a letter to Thomason of May 16. 184 iCIcrk 
referred to the Jubbal case in these words * : — 


“ In November last, the Governor-General put into my hand 
a petition, purporting to be from the widosva and the son (a minor) 

of the late Rana Puran Chand of Jubbal.and directed me to report 

upon the case.Some of the people of Jubbal accompanied by some 

of the heads of villages, visited Simla about a year ago and clamor¬ 
ously demanded of the Officiating Political Agent to restore the minor 
Chief. I do not regard this cirumstance as any imlication of the real 
feelings of the people. It was more probably a trick of the Wazirs and 

their partisans. 


I had wished to visit Juhhal before finally reporting on this case. 


For this purpose.! set out at the end of March but Kaithal affairs re¬ 


called me, I was 
Erskine there, but 
to Simla. Here 

yesterday. 


again on my way thither last week to meet Mr. 

my health.not quite equal to it, I have turned 

I have seen Mr. Erskine and returned 


I beg now to submit for the considerati m of His Lordship the 

opinion of Mr. Erskine regarding this caseofJubbil.the mode of 

present adjustment devised by Mr. Erskine in transferring at once to 
the direct management of the young Chief’s mother, the portion of the 
territory always held for a Chief’s support, is the most appropriate. The 
child is now in his ninth year, When eighteen, if he proves ehgil^ to 
the charge, tne whole territory.should be transferred to him. If he 


1. Clerk to Thomason, May 16, 1843, B. N, 168, L. N. 65. 
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is not then eligible, be never will be and should become a peneionrr of 

the British Government, • 


Jagirs can be assigned for the other widows as suggested hy Mr, 
Erekine out of the main portion of the territory. 


^ I conceive that the Paramount State has a better right and 

Zfc tr dispo^se^s or to exalt 

chiefs, for incapacity or for good governing qualities, than in losinv time 

in nice discussions of rules of inheritance. 


Bnt in the present case the British Government retains a pecii- 
liar discretion in tlie disposal of the territory, owing to the transactiem 
.called the abdication of the late Rana, 


Thisact of Bana Puran Chand has been a good deal discussed 

hy the British authorities. Some h ive considered it bonafide abdication, 
others have thought that the terms of the document announcing his 

determination do not. while some consider that whatever may have 

been said no Rana could ever intend to abdicate in our sense of the 

.^ Chand, be set as he was by his sovereign 

Wazirs to have been at the time similarly indifferent as to the future 

fate of his country. But it is not for the Supreme Government, I think, 

to pail itself prematurely of these reckless offers ; but in the first 
insftnce and for once by the use of its advice and influence to put a 
chief so situated straight with his ministers or his creditors pr his people 
as the case may be>. I have.applied myself to remove the embaras. 



1. Clerk depicts in these words the real principle, which should guide a suzerain 
power in its' attitude towards its vassals* 

- 
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TneTit of the Chief aiid forborne to expose them to rny Government. And 
thus I am disposed to estimate the character of the late Rana’s act of 

secession.on the part of the local British authorities, there should 

l>erhap8 have been Jess eulisfaction and promptitude evinced in closing 
walh such an offer and rather more exertion made to emancipate the 
Rana from Uie thraldom in which Ilia Wazir lield him 


Thomason repli'^d that the Governor-General concurred with 
Clerk in the course he proposed to adopt with respect to Jubbal.' So 
Clerk was responsible for ultimately M\s(oring tJie son to his 
patrimony. 


Kaithal was the last state to csche.it dating Clerk’s term of 
office. In the foregoing pages, the main consideration underlying the 
Government’s action in the application of the “ doctrine of lapse*' 

.that as it did not receive any tribute from the Cis-Sutlej princes, 

it could only recompense itself by occupying the territories of the heir- 

less when they deceised.is clearly eatahliwhed. In most of the 

cases the lapse was perfectly legiti n ite in terms of tliis com-ideration ; 


1, Thomason to Clerk, May 25> 1843, B. N. 133, L. N. 83» 

Both the widows of Rana Puran Chand were given Rs. 300 a year each 
while arrangements were made for the management of the estate in the 
minority of the child. 

Richmond to Thornton, January 1, 1844, B, N, lo9, k. N, 4. 

Richmond to Thornton, August 15. 1844, B. N, [00, L. N. 32, 

Shakespeare to Broadfoot, December 12, 1844, B. N. 136, L. N, 131. 





the last holders of estates did not leave any direct heirs,..,,,a daughter's . 
children being excluded from succession. Further, Clerk's own alti¬ 
tude towards this important question has become intelligible. He was 
not actuated by mere greed of territory but by honest belief that the 
people, too, would benefit by coming directly under British Control. 
Another noteworthy fe ture is that Clerk’s correspondence on the sub¬ 
ject of lapse helped the Supreme Government in enunciating its policy 
with definiteness and claiity. The nearest male claimant would bo 
Allowed to succeed and the lapsed territory would be returned if 
Government felt convinced by the genuineness of his claims, e.^., in 

cases of Gaukpur, Mustafabad, and Baghat. Again, a collateral could 
succeed to that part of the principality only which belonged to the 

ancestor from whom he derived his title.the succtssion of Sarup 

Singh to the diminisht d state of Jind and the return of some Kaithal 
territory to Bliai Gulab Singh of Arnowli illustrate this point, 
Ferozepur might have been returned to Jhanda Singh and Chauda 
Singh In conformity with this principle but in this particular case, 
other consideration prevailed.its great strategic importance. Jamiyat 

Singh of Thanesar had no collaterals to claim his estate. Baghat was 
restored to the younger brother. 




CHAPTER IV 


Disputes between different Co-parceners or the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs and their 
feudal dependants. 

I proceed to discuss in this chapter the difiputes arising, 
during tha period of Clerk's agency, either between different 

co-parceners or the four big Chiefs.tiie rulers of Patiala, Jmd, 

Nabba and Kaithal.and other Sardars on one side and several 

of their feudatory Chieftains on the other.^ The British Govern¬ 
ment, by virtue of its paramountcy over thetn all, assumed the 
role of arbiter, the Agent at ainbala and the Agent at Delhi, 
actually representing the appellate authority. Pinal reference of 
courie Jay with the Governor-General but his intervention occurred 
onlv in a few cases of exceptional importance Threats of using 
force and even actual use of it to enforce decisions were at times 
found necessary against the minor Chieftains if they did not abide 
by the British decisions. Accordingly, a small military force was 
kept at Ambala under the authority of the Agent there. 

There had been constant unrest in the Cis-Sutlej region before 
the Proclamation of 1809.* Therefore that proclamation confirmed 


1. There were three well-known divisions of Chiefs: 

(a) Misgaldars or equals ; (b) Tabedare or dependants ; (e) Jngirdors or 
persons holding lands in Jagir, that is, on terras of military service. 

2, A historical commentator bus thus described the condition of tho Cis- 

Sutlej Sikhs: “A people so thrown together hod no elements of cohesion; uni- 
. versal independence left no room for obedience; equality of rank excluded the 
possibility of subordination. Common danger might unite them for a time; 
but that over, each man became a king as far as he could moke his arm felt. It 
was quite as common for the Sikhs to draw their swords upon each other as 

upon the common foe.Such was the normal state of things in those days. 

Jealousies, recriminations and feuds ruined their strenghth . they never 

were or could be a united people.... Malcolm tells us that in 1805 every 
shadow of that concord, which once formed the strength of the Sikh nation, 
leemed to be extinguished.’'Calcutta Review, Vol.LIII,P.251, 1871. 


r oofr 1 
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by one of 1811, had required the Chiefs to' avoid mutual warfare 
and as far as possible adjust their differences peacefully. But 
these had little or no effect, and the years from 1809 to 1845 
had proved so full of dissensions among them as to keep the 
Agents at Ambala and Delhi fully occupied in settling them. The 
records of the lime bear witness to their earnest efforts in this 
direction, and “ teem with reference to the difficult enquiries neces- 



prepoaterous attempts to evade control and by acts of extortion 
and violent crime in their dealings with the villages.*'^ In fact, 
the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs, big and small, have had no time to develop 
politically, and the most lawless and unscrupulous among them had 
often succeeded in grabbing territory. They ignored all ideas of 
moderation or restraint, and on the slightest pretext, flew at each 
others throats. Again, their ill-defined boundaries constantly raised 
disputes which they never could settle among themselves, but always 
necessitated intervention bj' the Agent. Cunningham has wisely 
observed “Both in considering ihe relation of the Chiefs to one 
another and their relation collectively to the British Government, 
too little regard was perhaps paid to the peculiar circumstances 
of the Sikh people. They were in a state of progression among 
races as barbarous as themselves, when suddenly the collossal power 
of England arrested them and required the exercise of political 
moderation and the practice of a just morality from men ignorant 
alike of despotic control and of regulated freedom.” 


Clerk had to interfere in the following disputes ;— 

(1) Between the Raja of Hindur and the Singhpuria Chiefs. 


1. Griffin, **Chief8 and Families of Note in the Punjab, Vol, I, p.66. He observed : 

-•Year by year Government was driven in self-defence to tighten the rein and 
every opportunity was taken to strengthen its hold on the country" , 

2 , Cunningbam, p.l44. 
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(2) Between the Co-parceners in Bubbeal. 

(3) Between the Raja of Patiala and Badaur. 

(4) Between Patiala and Nabha rulers and the MuharajkiaU 
Sikhs. 

(5) Between the Patiala ruler and Fateh Singh Ahluwalia on 
one side and the Jabhu-Majra Sikhs on the otlier. 

(6) Between Patiala and Naiid Singh of Chamkoyan or 
Chandkoyan. 

(7) Between Patiala and th** Jhurruk zainindars. 

(8) Between the Patiala and Kaithal Cliiefs and Mel.ar 
Singh of Juinba. 

(9) Between Patiala and the Chulian Sikhs. 

(10) Between Kaithal and Charat Singh of Dhansita. 

(11) Between the Bhai cf Kaithal and Barwalia Sikhs. 

(12) Between Nabha ruler and the Ludtun and the Sonti 
Sikhs. 

(13) Between Jind and Balawali Sikhs. 

(14) Between Fateh Singh Ahluwalia and Sardarni Sukh.n. 

(15) Between Fateh Sirgh Ahluwalia and Maha Singh B xrogia. 

(16) Between Fateh Singh Ahluwalia and Gulab Singh and 
Karam Singh of Achnair. 

(17) Between Fateh Singh Ahluwalia and Atal Singh. 


(18) Between Ajit Singh Ladwa and the Lilokheri Sardars. 

(19) Between Gulab Singh Shahid and the Subga Sikhs. 

(20) Between Gopal Singh Singhpuria and Bahadur Singh. 

(21) Between Gopal Singh Singhpuria and Jassa Singh 
Baidwan. 

(22) Between Sardarni Sahib Kunwar and Wazir Khan. 

(23) Between the Sodhis of Anandpur. 

(24) Between the Malerkotla Chief and Rahmat Ali Khan. 


of 
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(25) Between Patiala and Fateh Singh. 

(26) Between the Pathan and the Sikh Co-parceners in Indri.i 


(1) Dsiputes between Co-parceners in Bubbeal. 

In 1833, Clerk forwarded to Fraser, a petition of the female 

co-parceners of Bubbeal, consisting of twenty-nine villages in Ambala 
district.^ He traced the history of Bubbeal from its first occupa¬ 
tion by Majja Singh and then by his brother Dya Singh who owned 
it till 1808 when he alioted its revenues without any partition of 

its lands. Dya Singh reserved to himself two-fifths of the produce, 

gave hia younger brother also dwo-fifths and alioted one-fifth to 
his nephew Karam Singh, the son of his deceased sister. But 

Dya Singh retained a controlling voice in the management of the 
Patti. 

\ 

The share of Dya Singh descended to his grand-son, Harnam 
Singh, who was in its possession ; Hakumat Singh, the younger 

brother, died childless but left two widows—Dharam Kunwar and 
Rajinda.who still possessed his two-fifths share in equal propor¬ 

tion. Karam Singh also died leaving his two widows without 
children and they inherited his one-fifth share equally; Mai Pardhan, 
the elder widow, had died three years earlier and her share inherited 
by the other surviving widow, whose name was also Rajinrfa. Thus 
there were three female co-parceners. Rajinda the second was 
about to die and Clerk was anxious to have the instructions of 
Fraser about the disposal of her share.2 


1. Out of those 20 disputes, I shall be dealing with seven more important ones 

in the body of this Chapter, while the rest would bo treated in Appendix No.I, 
Chapter IV, page 

1. Clerk to Fraser, August 2, 1833, B.N.79, L.N.64. 








2. Ibid. 
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The three widows wanted a partition of Bubbeal in the 
proportion of their respective shares. They were offended by, and 
felt jealous of, Harnam Singh, who was trying to assume a superior- 
degree of control and management of the Patti. Their desire was 
that their shares in the Patti, after their death, should be annexed 
to Ambala. But Harnam Singh wanted that their shares should 
be given back to him and not treated as escheat. He claimed 
that bis grand-father had maintained and handed down to him a 
subordinate chieftainship, to which the shares of the co-parceners 
ought to revert. Ihe widows denied the existence of any chief in 
the Patti and thought themselves as co-equal to Harnam Singh 

in rank. 

Clerk felt that (he Sikh, law was net applicable in the 
dispute, nor could it be solved by the application of the Hindu 
law, as under it the widows could not have inherited all they 


In 1834, he again made his comments an the petition of 
Dharam Kanwar, the widow of Hakumat Singh. She desired to 
have her inte'est in Bubbeal, declared a separate portion.^ Clerk 
thought the proposition reasonable and consistent with the usages 
of Pattidars in the other sactions of Ambala. But Harnam Singh 
denied the claim of the widow to any portion of the Patti 
independent of his control. Both parties were called upon to 

produce evidence in support of their contentions, Harnam Singh 
represented that it had bten customary with the British authorities 
to address his grand-father, Dya Singh, the few orders which were 
issued regarding the affairs of Bubbeal previous to 1817. The 
Sardarnis referred to the declaration of the leading zamindars and 
their uniform resistance to, and non-fulfilment of, the various orders, 

issued to them subsequent to the demise of Dya Singh in 1818 to 
turnisb out of their shares a proportion of their revenues for the 
Sardari expenses of Harnam Singh. 


1. CUrk to Frasir, July 16, 1834, B.N.80, L.N.Se, 






Clerk went on to observe that thi only relevant 

”s:rKti t nit .vriT”" 

ptopm, in dispute between them which Den Sin!h ^ d 
.. settie etdeted. With ceepect to the “iueSt "tre "tZl 
to maintain a Chiefship, Clerk stated that the claim wa. f f 
advanced by Haroam Singh in 1821. when Birch called fl h 
statement of what he was entitled to on this account Th’ 
given, though the other co-parceners protested agTst thl ' 
but were warned by Birch not to withhold their contribLr’f 

the Sardari charges. contributions to 


Clerk stated that the rights reserved by Dya Singh were 
not clear, as the evidence wae contradictory and unsatisfactory, n 
w.as true that Dya Singh was the person addressed by the Birtish 
Functionaries but the occasions were very few and the proper 

rights of several parties were at that time very imperfectly known 
.\ccording to Clerk, the claim of Harnam Singh to Chiefship was 
an anomaly, although he distinguished the Bubbeal Pattis from 
other Pittis, on the score of its co-parceners having been of one 
family and therefore the succession of property in the lands 
should be placed on a different footing. But as Clerk pointed out 
the widows inherited the entire estates of their husbands on 
their deaths, which they could not have done according to Hindu 

law, but on the supposition of its having been already separated 
from the once entire estate. 


Ajt, 
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In another letter,^ Clerk again discussed the position of 
Harnam Singh who could not be on the same footing as the Sikh 
Chiefs because he was just like the other Pattidars of Ambaia. 
In all such Pattia, the Political Agent was in charge of police and 
revenue. Meanwhile, Fraser had recommended that the desire of 
the widows should be complied with. Clerk agreed with the,decision 

and wrote : **. Nor does there appear to me any good reason for 

admitting th' distinction which Harnam Singh wishes to make to 
the detriment of the Supreme Government to which should escheat, 
as they escheated to our Sikh predecessors all such shares on the 
demise of the holders without heirs. 

According to Clerk, the assumption of the privileges of a 
Chiefship by Harnam Singh was inconsistent with the rights of 

the widows ; he had failed to establish his rights to assume any 
such superior-ship which had been d'^nied uniformly by the widows. 

Fraser’s reply was received early in January, 1835. It wars 
that Harnam Singh’s claim to exercise authority over the co-shares 
of the Patti of Bubbeal was rejected and the co-sharing widows 
and the others were t> ba put in possession of their properties 


l. Clerk to Fraaer, October 27, 1834, B.N.80, L.N.187. 

That was in reply to a despatch of Fraser who quoted the opinion of the 
Gosrernor-Qeneral. His Lordship was of the view that if Babboal was under 
the control or Harnam Singh, who was responsible for its tranquilllity, then 
there should be no weakening of his authority. If the estate was under the 
direct control of the Political Agent, the Governor-General was willing to 
consider it ss an ordinary zamindari tenure liable to be partitioned at the 
pleasure of any of the oo-parceners, failing Ibe lawful heirs of whom the 
portions so separated should lapse to Government. 

About Harnam Singh*8 claim to Chiefship, the Governor-General held 
that it was a distinct question to be determined according to the best evidence 
procurable. 

Fraser to Clerk, October 2, 1834, B. N. 34, L. N. 60A. 

Macaaghten to Fraser, August 29, 1834, B. N. 34, p. 395-96. 
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ndependent of him.all subject to Clerk's control. Their heir- 

less estates were to lapse to Government on their death,^ 

(2) Disputes betweent he Maharajkian Sikhs and the Ruler of 

Patiala and Nabha. 

The Maharajkian villages were twenty-two in number, situated 
about 90 miles w^st of :\mbala ; their area was approximatly 40.000 acres 
and the population about 40,000 souls. The forefathers of Phul were the 
founders of these villages, which were named after a zamindar called 

Maharaj, thy fifth in ascent from Phul.^ They were such great lovers of 

freedom that they would not brock the domination of any of the Phulkian 
Chiefs. In fact their villages formed an independent republic and 
their internal affahs were regulated by the Panchayat or 
Council of each village. In a society so strongly constituted 
breaches of the peace and e.xcess of crime were of frequent occurrence 
and the authority of the Panches or Heads where all considered 
themselves to be on level was little respected.^ The Maharajkian 
had their disputes decided by a mediator belonging to any of the 
Phulkian Chiefships but without surrendering their freedom of 
action. 


1. Fraser to Clerk, January 10, 1836, B.N.36 ,L.N.3. 

Macswoen to Fraser. December 27. 1834, B.N.36.p.l5. 

2. B.N.32, L.N.76A, September 32, 1832 ; Copy of a note prepared by Trevelyan, 
Deputy Secretary. 

Clerk' to Metcalfe, August 31. 1836, B.N,82, L.N. 146. 

Griffin says that the villages were founded by Mo''«aa, the grand*father of Phul. 

By the advice of Guru Har>Qobind, he founded the village-Mehraj or Maharaj- 

* 

naming it after bis great grand-father. Maharaj. From this village, twenty-two 

others have been peopled known as the Maharajkian villages ; and‘the jagir- 

dars inhabiting them are known as the Maharajkian Sikhs. (The Raj as of the 
Punjab, p 6) . 

3. B,N,32, L.M. 76A. The Co art of Directors in their despatch No.31 of May 16, 
1838. remarked : ** ....It is not surprising that a Government by an elective 
body of 66 headmen, all claiming equality, should not work perfeotly well,, 
<B.N.38, L.N,90) . 
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After being relieved of the control of the Mohammadan Empire, 
into whose treasury thev paid their revenues, the Maharajkian 
Sikhs wore bereft of a controlling hand. Several secured the help 
of Patiala in their disputes, some of Nabha and some others 
of Jind. The result was that the Maharajkian villages became the 
battle ground for the troops of the three Phulkian states.' All 
this made the lot of the Maharajkian Sikhs most unenviable.® In 
February, 1824, they executed a voluntary deed at Ambala placing 
their affairs into the hands of Patiala.® This excited the jealousy 

of the Nabha ruler who intrigued against Patiala and by the beginn¬ 
ing of 1826, their condition was as unsatisfactory as ever. In February 
1829, Colebrookc, the Resident at Delhi, declared that the Maharajkians 
were indi&putably independent of Patiala, Nabha and Jind and had 
been acknowledged to be so by Ochterlony when they entered into 
the engagement of February 10, 1824, anti as that arrangement had 
been encroached upon hy the Patiala and Nabha Rajas in their 
schemes of mutual annoyance the zamindars were at full liberty 
to exercise their independence in the formation of a new arrange¬ 
ment.* Murray was directed to take the sense of the Headmen 
and of all the influential men in each of these villages " which of 
the three families of Patiala, Nabha or Jind they chose to be 
superintended by or whether they would prefer independence under 


1. As Murray obssrved C ** The three States-are inf] uenoed solely by motives 

of self-interest and self-importance void of all laudable consideration for 
the welfare of the inhabitants and regardless ot the prosperity o( the 
common domain (B. N, 77, L. N. 33). 

2- Clerk to Metcalfe, August 31, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 146. 

Sarlier, C. Metcalfe, the Resident, had written to Murray that each 
village was to choose its own Chief and that the old relations were to continue. 
(B. N. 26, L. N. 88, May 6,v 1826). 

3. B. N. 32.L,N. 76A, 

4, Ibid, Earlier, Murray had asked the Nabha and Patiala rulers to withdraw 

their troops (B, N. 76, L. N, 266). 


British protection.”! He made an attempt to ascertain the sense 
of the loading men and a majority of twenty declared in favour 
of Patiala. His impression was that the popular voice was in 

favour of the superintendence of the local British functionary,* 
to the exclusion of Patiala, Jind, and Nabha.* But he knew that 
there were insuperable difficulties to the direct interfer.nce of the 
Agent at Ambala, particularly so when the villages were situated 
at such a great distance and were divided from Ambala by indepen¬ 
dent principalities. Therefore he recommended that all the villages 
should be placed under Patiala or full freedom should be given to 
each village to select one of the states as its protector.* 


1. Colebrooke was against the double authority to be exercised by Patiala and 
Nabha and said that if each village were to be allowed to place itself under the 

separate portion of Patiala, Nabha and Jind, the community might in fact be 

said to be dissolved. 

Colebrooke to Murray. February 16, 1829. B. N. 29, L. N. 36. 

2. Murray to Martin, May 23, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 33. 

3. Mnrtin, the Beeident at Delhi, was ready to take the Maharajkiaus un'er 

BIiti^h control.of course, with their consent. (B. N. 31, L. N. 23, May 5 . 

1831). 

4. B. N. 32, L. N. 76A.Murray had stated in April, 1831, as follows *— 

** I am disposed to think the happiness of the people and the general 
tranquillity of these villages will be best consulted by having one and 
supreme controlling authority to which all can appeal for the investigation 
and settlement of their rights, and for the counteraction of grievous wrong.'* 

Also see, B. N, 77, L. N, 16. 

6. Murray expressed himself against the double or triple rule and in favour 
of “one supreme oontrolting authority,** preferably that of Paiialaunder 
the express siipulations that no armed retainers to be at any time introduced 
into or any emoluments of superinteudenoe in oaah or grain either direct or 
indirect bo drawn from the Maharajkian villages.*' Ibid. 

Also see. Murray to Martin, May 28, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N 33. 
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This brings us to the days of Clerk. In 1831/ he wrote 
to Martin, suggesting “the expediency of some decision in the 
pretensions now urged by the principal rulers descended from the 
liouse of Phul to exercise a control over this community." He said 
that he had conversations with the agents of tlie Patiala and Nabha 
rulers about the control over the MaharajSians and was struck by “the 
inveterate and rankling hatred" they bore to each other. He felt, 
like Murray, that their divided authority would seem to be “one 
of the least desirable modes of adjusting the question.''^ 


Clerk then observed that Patiala, Nabha and Jind had 
equal claims on the Maharajkian but it would “be deemed most expedi¬ 
ent to prefer the surveillance of Patiala in consideration of its superior 

means and.disposition to maintain that salutary influence which 

the affairs of the Maharajkian stand so much in need of."® He 
favoured a limited control to be exercised by Patiala and for a 

definite and limited period only.say, five years. After the lapse 

of that period, if the arrangement proved harmful to the Maharajkians, 
Government would take the management into its own hands. Such 
an arrangement, in Clerk's opinion, would make the Raja follow 
a very conciliatory policy towards them which would render the 


K Clerk to Martin, September 3, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 60. 

There had been disputes between the two from the timee of Birch. (B. N. 66, 
LL* N, 100 and 104, November 22, and December 9, 1820). Murray too had 
reported that there was great rivalry between Rajas Karam Singh of Patiala 
and Jaswant Singh of Nabha. The latter at times despatched his troops to the 
Maha rajkian villages seized and carried the zamindara and was always trying to 
“rouse the smothered flame of internal strife”.(B. N. 77, L. N. 33) . 

3, Clerk to Martin, September 3, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 60. 

Clerk paid a tribute to Murray's work. 





Maharajkians at the expiration of such • period little desirous of 
seeking the interference of any other authority.^ 


The reply of the Resident at Delhi, respecting the most 
eligible method of administering the future Gevernment of the 
Maharajkian community, fully approved Clerk's suggestion.® He also 
favoured imposing restrictions (as contemplated by Murray) which 
were necessary conditions of the proposed arrangement, in order 
to ensure beneficient results. He asked Clerk to make simple rules 
for the purpose of good government, with the help of the leaders 
of the Maharajkian community, to guide the Raja of Patiala as 
might be consistent with the maintenance of internal tranquillity 
and with the security of the lives and properties of the inhabitants 
of the villages to be placed under his control. 


It was only to be expected that the Raja of Nabha would 
not relish his rival being given the management of the Maharajkians. 
Therfore, before the transfer of the villages could be effected, he 
made a complaint.® Clerk remarked : "The deep-rooted jealousy and 
enmity of the Raja of Nabha towards the state of Patiala have 
ever been such that it was to be expected he would on this 
occasion prefer any mode of ' mis-governing the Maharajkian 


4 

1. Clerk was not afraid of the control being abused by the Raja of Patiala, for ho 

remarked : I am aware, however, that the greater power of that governs 

ment may be said also to afford greater apprehens-on of abuse of this trust, 
but it strikes me that the manner in which Patiala has hitherto preserved his 
relations with this community admit of a reasonable expectation that a more 
satisfactory result would attend his obtaining a limited control over them **« 

2, Martin to Clerk, September 19,1841, B, N. 31, L. N. 54. 

8. Clerk to Martin, January 29, 1832, B* N. 78, L. N. 7. 
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community to that of establishing tlieir affairs on the propose*! 
footing, which conveys on the part of the Bribisli Government an 
acknowledgment of superior means, efficiency and moderation of 
the Patiala Government.” In order to descredit his rival, the Nabha 
Raja went so far as to commit outrages in the villages of the 
Maharajkians. 


Clerk very strongly felt that the consequence of the restricted 
control would lead to conpirabive security, inapite of the fact that 
Patiala might hive been guilty of certain high-handed acts previously. 
The Nabha ruler wanted that the control should be vested in his 
own hands,^ and that the period of probation might be reduced from 
five years to three. 


Writing about the Maharajkians in June 1832, to Fraser, 
Clerk said that he bad addressed Martin, reco n noading a measure 

for hater administration of the affairs of the Mahirajkiaa Sikhs," It 
was based on the plan suggested by Murray. Martin had approved 
ot his suggestion, but before it could be carried into execution a 
letter was received from the Raja of Nabha protesting against the 
measure* Clerk added that the Maharajkians had been quiet for a pretty 
long time, but they were turbulent and tao Xibha ruler lost no 
opportunity of fomenting their quarrels. 


1. Clerk to Martio. January 29, 1»32, B. N. 78, L. N. 7. 

In this connection, Clerk said ; ♦♦. since tbo rights of the three 

Bouses of Phul to exercise such a sway ore unquestionably all equal... it is a 
mere que stion of preference to be considered with advertence to the superior 
qualifications possessed by any of the brancliaa of Phul for fulfilling the desire 
of the Supreme Government for bettering tho coa iition and promoting the 
welfare of the Maharajkians, 

2. Clerk to Fraser, June 17, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 34. 
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Mr. Traveljan, the Deputy Secretary of Government wrote 
a very comprehensive note on the Maharajkians.^ He traced their 
earlier bietory lack to the time of Murray, and observed that the 
Mabarajkians weie too barbarous and too divided among themselves 
to admit of the establishment of an efficient government ; the 
Political Aaent at Ambala wag overwhelmed with work and there¬ 
fore unable to take this additional burden on his shoulders, and 
that the great distance from Ambala would make the control very 
difficult. Moreover, British management would require expensive 
e-tablishment for which a land tax would have to be imposed on 
the Maharajkians, who might not like sueh a levy. The Phulkian 
states were ready to undertake the management because they would 
gain great influence.^ 


1. B. N. 32, L, N. 76A, September 22, 1832, 

He gave the opinion of Fraser which was in favour of the sovereign 
protective authority of the British Government through Patiala, Nabhaor 
Jind : the former would be the fittest Chief to exeroiio control but the 
Maharajkians were to have the right of appeal to Political Agent. 

i. B. N, 32, L. N. 70A, September 22, 1832. 

In order to illustrate his point, the following quotation was given by 

Trevely«i from on# of the despatohes of C. Metcalfe, who had been the 
Resident at Delhi 

Community of language, habits, and customs, the regard which la 

paid to the degree of relationship in which they stand towards the rival 

states and above all, the probatiotafy nature of the candidate will all 

conduce to make the Government of a native Chief less burdensome to 

them than the control of the native establishment, wo should be obliged 
to impose upon them.** 


% 


e 
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Trevelynn also was in favour of I’atiala on account of its 
sup rior pooler and influence. The persoual .harder of the rul.r 
was above suspicion ; his ndtninistrr.tion^was the most respectable 

of the three : -a, majority of the Maharajki ms were in his favour 
while the conduct of the Nahha Raja was not very creditable. The’ 
probationary period proposed was five years and Trevelyan wanted 
Patiala to enter into a written bond in which the ruler would have 
to promise to decide disputes with justice, to protect the rights and 
privileges of the Mabarajkians, not to demand anything in the form 
of revenue, land-tax or octroi and to conform strictly to any other 
rules which the Supreme Gevernment might issue for hi. guidance. 
The Political Agent was to interfere in as few ca os as possible 
and in such a manner as would be least degrading to the Raja s 
authority.* A large discretion was to be vested in the Raja ami 
unless great caution was exorcised in framing the rules, the attemiH 
to lay down detailed rules would bo likely to load to intrigues 
against his authority ; at any rate, suggested Trevelyan, it would 

be better to wait till their expediency was demonstrated by experience 

instead of laying them down experimentally in the first instance 


1 B. N. 32, L. N. 7CA, September 22, 1832, 

Trevelyan was egainet the cases being taken to the Political Agent 
direct ns It would mean a double government and a divided reeponeib l.ty 

and lead to to a perpetual struggle between Patiala’s partisans and its rivals. 

The result would be disoorder and violence. The object of entrusting the 
Government of the Mabarajkians in the words of Trevelyan was the estab¬ 
lishment of stable and settled government with powers sufficient for the 
maintenance of its authority which at the same time it will be reeponeihle 
to us for any violation of the trust which has been invested in it." 
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The Honourable the Vice-President in Council,^ to whom the 
case had been referred, concurred with the Governor-General in 
placing the Maharajiians «nder the protection of Patiala as an 
experiment.^ The only objection occurring to the Vice-President was 
that it might lead to misconduct on the part of the Raja of 
Nabha, “which may involve the Government in the unpleasant® 
necessity of treating him with some severity”. In December 1832, 
Fraser forwarded a letter from the Secretary at Calcutta in which 
the Governor-General had resolved in concurrence with the Honour¬ 
able the Vice-President in Council to entrust the administration 
and the government of the whole of the Maharajkian villages, to 
tlie Patiala Raja for a period of five years.® The villages were to 
be made over to tlie Raja upon his delivering in a written 
agreement his consent to abide by the condition laid by the 
Supreme Government. 


1. Swinton to Mancnaahten, November 5, 1832, B. N. 32, L. 103, p, 383. 

2. Fraser to Clerk, December 12, 1832, B. N. 32. L. N» 120. 

Macnaghten to Fraser. December 4. 1832, p. 442-42. 

.3 The following four conditions were laid down ! — 

(1) To drcid#* eveiy case which is referred 'o him by the mambsrs of the 

Maharajkian community.with jtistico and impartiality. 

(2) To conform and protect them with possession and eseroise of all their 
established rights and privileges. 

(3) Not to demand anything from them in the shape of revenue either as land 
tax, or octroi on uiiy pretext whatever. 

(4) To strictly ocnionti to any other rule which may hereafter appear to the 

Supreme Qoverniut nt to be necessaiy for hi.s guidance in the discharge of his 
trust. 

According to the instructions of the Qovernor-Qenera], the British 

Government was nob t? interfere until there was ••extraordinary abuse of 

power ” ; the Political Agent was to interfere in as few oases as possible and in 

such a manner as likely to be the least degrading to the Raja's authority. 
(B, N. 32, p. 442). 

\ 
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Clerk, on July 23, 1833, acknowledged tlie orders of Govern¬ 
ment regarding the Maharajkians but observed that Patiala persisted 
in upholding a claim to exclusive rights of unconditional jurisdiction 
which had been repeatedly denied by Government, the admission 
of which would be incompatible with that degree of independence 
to which the Maharajkian community had established its title.‘ 


Under these circumstances, the Political Agent suggested that 
they should be put under his control. But he wanted that the 
states of Patiala, Nabha and Jind should be warned against inter- 
feience in the atairs of the Maharajkians.* He therefore asked for 


1. Clork to Frasor, B N. 79, L. N. 68. 

The Rujft of Patiala addressed three letters to Clerk doted January 2 
and 10, and March 14, 1833, claiming that from the times of Haja .\la:n 
Singh and Amur Singh, the Patiala rulers had settled the disputes of the 
Maharajkian ; although he did not get any revenue from them, yet it was 
his desire to promote their welfare ; ho protested against their being eon- 
sidered independent of him ; they were the dependants of Patiala and as 
such had paid a tribute of Ra. 4000 and a horse to Diwan Nannu Mai 
in 1788. Tiio Raja of Patiala also argued that his father had saved the 
Maharajkians from the greed of Diwan Mohkam Chand, and that in 1808, 
when Maharaja Ranjit Singh was ob>ut to attack them, hia father (Raja 
Sahib Singh) had armeJ thorn, and allowed them to garrison the fort at 
Bhatinda; he also ^rote how Ochtorlony had not queitioned Sahib Singh’s 
right to exercise control over them unconditionally therefore he regretted his 
inability to agree to the conditions which the British Government wanted 
to impose upon him, aiding by way of furtlier explanation ; ** Do not attri¬ 
bute my non-compliance with the proposed conditions to personal 
motives.” 

2. Clerk to Fraser, July 23, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 58. 

He observed : ** The entire withdrawal, therefore, oi the obnoxious 
- influence of the rival states of Jind, Patiala and Nabha is essential to 
the exercise of any degree of salutary superintendence on the part of the 
local agent. The bitter jealousies of these Cniefs, but especially of the two 
latter, in regard to the administration of the affairs of the Maharajkians. 
have hitherto been the bane of community and it may be anticipated, that 
the endeavours to put aside the party feeling excited among them, will 
still be met hero and there by the secret designs of Patiala aai Nablia. 



an order of Government placing them directly under British 

superintendence — an order which should be accompanied with 

letters on the part of the Government, addressed to the rival 

Chiefs, containing the strongest admonitions against their future 

interference in the affairs of this community, on any occasions 

except when their services may be called for by the British 
authorities.’* Government did issue such an order.^ 

For about three years, the Maharajkian affairs were allowed 
to lie over. In April 1836, Metcalfe forwarded a copy of the 

despatch from the Secretary at Agra relative to the Maharajkian 
Sikhs.2 Clerk was directed to suggest some arrangement by which 
the necessary improvement of the Maharajkian administration might 
be effected, if he thought that their internal condition was serious 
and required the adoption of any special measure, Bushby, too, 
wrote to Metcalfe ** to expedite the transmission of report—-called 
for from Political Agent, Ambala, respecting the Maharajkian Sikhs.”3 

Clerk gave a very lengthy reply* in which he traced their 
early history till the time when they were placed under the control 
of his office by order of Government dated August 22, 1833. To 
communicate that order, ho summoned important members of the 
Maharajkian community to meet him at Ambalo. Several hundred 
attended; Clerk asked them to elect “ Sarkardas **, or heads of 



1. The order of tbe GoverDment, dated August 22, 1833, was quoted by Clerk in 
bis letter to Metcalfe of August 31, 1836 — (B. N. 82, L. N. 145). 

The Board of Directors seemed to have realised the reluctance of Clerk 
in assuming the charge of the Maharajkian affairs (B. N, 38, L. N. 90. 
December 27, 1838 )r— Despatch No. 31, May 16, 1838. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, April 28, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N, 34. 

Bushby to Metcalfe, April 16, 1836, B. N. 36, p. 124. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, August 29, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 81. 

Bushby to Metcalfe, August 21, 1836, B. N. 36, p. 284. 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, August 31, 1836, B. N* 82, L. N* 145. 

* 
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every Patii who were to make full inquiries into their disputes 
nnd settle them by arbitration. The number thus elected was 
fifty-five ; later on it was reduced to forty-eight.^ The Iieads pointed 
out to Clerk that they had not the meana to control the factions 
who used to indulge in disputes about land. Therefore, many of 
their decmons confirmed by the Political Agent could not be 
enforced for months. So they requested him to recommend to 
Government to fix a permanent Thana for the purpose. Clerk told 
them plainly that Government would not agree to that measure and 
that it was also possible they themselves might repent of this 
reejuest later on.^ 



l. This was done at Clerk's persuasion when be was at Balawali, Clerk also 

reported the prevalence of two great evils in the ^Caharajktan sooiety- 

infanctioide and land disputes. To atop the former evil, ho had a talk 
with these **darkardaB ” who agreed with him that the practice was against 
the teachings of their Gurus and promised to put on end to it. He 
declared that the Maharajkians did not look upon this horrible practice 
with abhorrence and inspite of ihe assurances givau by the Heads, Clerk 
believed that it was quietly practised. However, with their approval. Clerk 
issued a proclamation that any one who should bo provod hereafter to 
have suffered the crime to bo practised in his family would bo liable to the 
forfeiture of bis estate. Clerk once again made an earnest appeal to them 
to stop this evil praotioe and they agreed unanimously to assist him in its 

supression. In regard to land disputes. Clerk remarked; ** .the general 

protection of the British Government has not only removed the danger wbioh 
kept their union alive, it has also enhanced immeasurably the value of their 

lands ...- Thence . struggles and affrays, arising out of disputes, regarding 

the posseesion of such property, are of daily occurrence-" 

(B. N. 82, L. N. 145). 


2, Clerk to Metcalfe. August 31, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 145. 
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Notwithstanding comparative quiet prevailing in their territories, 
Clerk thought that this by no means meant that they had assumed 
peaceful habits. A majority were still in favour of fighting out 
their disputes, but if bloodshed could be averted the disputants 
could be brought to see the advantages of compromise. He also 
talked with the Headmen about the anxiety of the British Govern- 
merit to improve their administration they expressed their inability 
to carry through any measures for preventing recourse to arms on 
every trifling occasion by turbulent members unless they had effective 

military support.® 


In other words, the Maharajkians required careful nursing 
and watching,® One must realise what herculean efforts Clerk was 
making to civilise them and turn them into peaceful citizens. 


1 . 


Clerk could suggest no other remedy of improving their admioistration except 
the introduction of municipal laws. According to him, it would not be 
attended with much difficulty. The Court of Directors in their Despatch 
No. 31 of May 16, 1838, paid a tribute to the work of Clerk in the following 

.“ The difficulties which existed in Government of this body have 

been hitherto very successfully contended against by the Agent at Ambala.*' 

(B, N 38, L. N. 90, December 27, 1838). 


2. Cltrk felt that there was a great necessity for such a support. He further 
remarked: ** This done, the introduction through the mediation of Headmen 
of rules indispensable to the amelioration of the condition of the community 
may be proceeded with in the certainty that whatever is pointed will be 

carried into execution.’* 

3, For that purpose. Clerk wanted to utilise the ser%'ices of the First Local Horae, 

stationed at Balawali. If that were not possible. Clerk wanted to recruit a 
detachment of 50 Horsemen; unfortunately the Maharajkians were unable to 
pay for their expenses. Under these oiroumstancos. Clerk felt compelled to 
recommend the uae of a detachment of the Sikh Coniingent, kept 
at Ainbala. Metcalfe, the Agent at Delhi, referred Cleik to Bushby’s 
despatch of September 34, 1836, addressed to himself, in which the Lieutenant- 
Governor accepted Clerk’s suggestion. , 


Clerk to Metcalfe, August 31, 1836, B, N. 82, L, N. 146. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, September 30, 1836, B. N. 30, L. N. 33. 
Bushby to Metcalfe* September 24, 1836, B. N. 36, p. 326. 
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Disputes between Patiala and the Chulian SiKhs. 

On January 4, 1836.' Metcalfe, the Agent at Delhi, enquired 

of Clerk whether the Chulian Sikhs, who had been temporarily 

placed under the authorily of Patiala, could be made independent 

of that state without danger of returning to their former I abits of 

violence ; he was also to find out if the Raja of Patiala had any 

objection to urge against their being emancipated from their subjec- 
(ion to his pa^amountC 3 ^ 


Clek repluci: do not think there is any danger of 

Chulian Sikhs reluming to their former habits of violence in the 
<^vent ff their being again considered independent of Patiala—They 
would not be more unrt.ly than others, subjected to the Agency at 
Ambala But he also pointed out that the Raja of Patiala 

would not like to agree to the proposal as it would mean a 
diminution of his authority and military means.* 


Clerk was emphatically of the opinion that nothing had ever 
occurred in the history of the Chulians which could be constructed 
as having abrogated their right to be allowed to ’■e-aasume that 
cfpte of independence under protection of the British (Government 
which was vested in the Sikhs of thfir class. If these Chulians 
were ^iven for ever to Patiala, it might in fact regard them as 
escheated to its Government. Moreover, their record under the 
British Government was not a bad one.^ Therefore Clerk thought 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, January 4, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 2. 

Busbby to Metcalfe. December 19, 1835, B- N. 36, p. 9. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, January 12, 18- 6, B. N. 82, L. N. 8. 

One could understand Patiala’s reluctance to release them from bis 
authority. The Chulians were a confederncy of 500 Horsemen and Patiala 
stood to gain a great deal from them. 


3. Jbid, 
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it would be just to restore them to the direct protection of the 
British Governmedt ; the rights of PatiaU would not be infringed 
by the step. In that event, ‘'the Chulian Sikhs would serve most 
willingly and zealously the British Government direct and would 
consider a fixed proportion of their sawars, to join .the Sikh 
contingent, as the best of terms compared with those of their 
present subjection*’. Metcalfe once again requested Clerk to ascer¬ 
tain whether the Raja of Patiala had any objection to the restoration 

of the Chulian Sikhs to their independence.^ 

When the proposal was submitted to the Raja of Patiala, he 
could offer no specific objection t > the claims of the Chulian Sikhs, 
but referred to the orders under which he h id exercised authority 
over them.* 


Government next asked Clerk to suggest a plan for an 
ndependent government of the Chulian Sikhs.* Clerk replied thit 
he best plan recommended and in the process of adoption was that 
the proprietors should be bound in writing to abide by the decision 

of the “ Sarkardas ” or elected heads of their Pattis or divisions.* 
Certain arbitrators sIiouUl als> be appointed to work under hU 
guidance. 


I. Metcalfe also wrote: It is nr^i to be supposed that the Patiala Chief w 
williogly accede to the cmancipntion of these tributaries **. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, February U, 1836, B, N. 36, L. N. U. 

Bushby to Metculte, February 3, 18?6. B. N. 36, p, 54. 

*. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 21, 1836. B. N. R2, L, N, 39. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, April 28, 18^6, B. N. 36, L. N, 33, 

Bushby to Metoalfe, April 16, 1836, B. N. 36, p, 122, 

Metcalfe to Clerk, June 20, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 40 , 

Bushby to Metoalfe, June 8, 1836, B. N. 36, L, N, 178. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, July 6» 1830,, B. N. 82, L. N. 1 0. 
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Clerk could see no diliii'nlty in flie nomination of the 
" Sarkardas ’ . This arrangement was complete in the Patti of 
rel ; in the other Pattis, Clerk observed that the people had been 
deterred by threats from expressing themselves in favour of British 
control. He also felt that it was a mistake on their part to have 
preferred such a request ; but having done so. Clerk recommended 
their being taken under British protection.' Their condition migld 
become much worse, if they were not removed from the control 
of Patiala. Even if the '• Sarkardas ” were not nominated by the 
Pattidars, the Political Agent could foresee no difficulty in exercising 
an efficient control over them from Ambala. 

The Chulian Sikhs were givm the option of either remaining 

under British Government or that of Patiala ; Clerk also suggested 

that the Barel Patti might be placed under the Agency at Ambala 

as it had expressed itself in favour of accepting the British 

protection ; the Sikhs of the other Pattis had not shown any 

keenness in the matter and Clerk thought that they must be 

feeling satisfied with the old system. He, therefore, recommended 

that the management of the Parel Paiti might be assumed by 

the British Goveriment while the remainder of the Chulian Sikhs as 

well es Patiala might be notified that the former were at liberty 

to continue their present connection with the latter or to terminate 
it hereafter. 


On August II, 1836. Metcalfe referred Clerk to the despatch 
of Bushby in which the five Pattis of the Chulian Sikhs were 
directed to show by election whether they would liku to come under 
the direct control of the British Governnient or to remain under 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 5. 1836, H. N. 82, L. X. 120. 
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the superintendence of the Raja of Patiala.^ Clerk, in following 
the instructions of Government, asked the Patiala authorities to 
depute an officer to accompany one being sent by him but no 
state officer attended. Clerk was of the view that it^w.is 

a part of their design to throw obstacles in the way of the 
Chulians. 


In forwarding the results of election. Clerk remarked that no 

threat or intimidation had been used to procure the signature of 

% 

the people and that they had expressed their genuine feeling. 
With the exception of Tehl Singh in the Lamba Patti, the people 
had voted in favour of being restored to the control of the British 
Government.* Two papers had been submitted by the Vakils of 
Patiala-one containing the signatures of 14 co-sharers, the other of 
eighteen. From their dates they appeared to have been drawn up 
about the time when the Patiala authorities were having recourse 
to threats. All these people had subscribed to the declaration which 
expressed a desire to be emancipated from the control of Patiala. 
Clerk added in conclusion that each Patti had executed a written 
engagement to abide by the decision of the "Sarkardas*', who 
would act as arbitrators under the superintendence of his office^ 


% 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, Augst U, 1836, B, N, 36i L. N. 73. 

Bushby to Metcalfe, Angst 6, 1836, p« 269. 

The Secretary furtlu^r wrote; '‘——It is not necessary to bind ourselves to 
grant that option lierealter. Further application for emancipation from the 
superiority of Patiala will bo decided as may be expedient at the t'me of praaeu* 
tation. Whatever the Raja may have to urge against this arrangement is to be 
submitted for consideration*’. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, September 16, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 162, 

3. Jbid. 
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Metcalfe, in reply, referred' him to the letter of the Secre¬ 
tary at Agra in wliich the Lieutenant-Governor had approved the 
arrangement in the five Pattis of the Chulian Sikhs for emanci¬ 
pating the-people from the control of Patiala and placing them 
under the British Government; the appointment of headmen for the 
settlement of disputes was also appreciated. In this way, the Chulians 
were taken under British control, 

(4) Disputes between Kaithal and Barwalla Sikhs. 

On November 16, 1834,“ Clerk reported on the case ofBarwalia 
Sikhs versus the Kaithal Chief. Ochterlony on one occasion had 
allowed the Bhai of Kaithal to enforce his ( Ochterlony's ) decree 
in a case affecting the Barwalias. Birch, before whom many com- 
plsints were made between 18i5 —18, used to adjust such cases 
without the mediation of the Kaithal authorities. Bhai Lai Singh 
of Kaithal had protested 'against such a proceeding and thereafter 
Birch would s ttle certain disputes through the Bhai and others as 

before, i. e. directly with thK parties themselves. He generally 

followed the latter course but in the last Barwalia case he passed. 

an order referring the complaint for inquiry to the Kaithal Vakils. 
Ross followed the p.licy of his predecessor last pursued by him; 

Murray also referred the very first Barwalia case to Kaithal observ¬ 
ing that all the Pattidars and Sikhs of Barwalias being subject to 
Kaithal, complainants among them should repair thither. He seemed 
to have considered the Bhai as the proper arbiter and uniformly 
to have referred all such cases to Kaithal.^ 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, October 1, 1836, B. N. 36, .L. N. 89, Buahby to Metcalfe 
September 20, 1836, B.N« 36, L,N. 69. 


2. Clerk toFraeer, November 16, 1834, B.N. SO, X« 4 N. 199. 

8, Ibid* 



Clerk then went on to give some particulars shout the leader 

of the discontent-Sukha Singh Barwalia, ^ who not only den^d 

the right of Kaithal to control the Barwalias, but also refused to 
be a party to a written engagement by which many other Barwjalias 
in 1804-05 had bound themselves lo Kaithal. He had complained 
to. the Governor-Generars Agent at Delhi that the Bhai of Kaithal 
had built a fort in Ludhi; on Clerk's asking for the authcurity of 
such a measure, the Bhai’s Agent asserted that they had a vcibal 
permission and could not produce any letter or order to support 
their assertion. On September 29, Sukha Singh ‘and other Barwalia 
Sikhs reported to Clerk of an attack made on the village of Nalvi 
by the Kaithal troops. On October 12, Clerk addressed a letter to 
the Bhai prohibiting his again interfering forcibly in the affairs 
of Barwalias without special instructions. Two days after, came 
the collision between the Bhai's troops and the Barwalias at Golepura 
in which several lives were lost.® The immediate cause 6i these 
hostiliiies was the imprisonment of certain Sikhs by Sukha Sfhgh 
and his partisans. After their release they had gone to Kaithal 
and told the authorities there that their confinement had been the 

consequence of their declaring two years earlier their allegiance 
to the Bhai. Sukha Singh was captured and imprisoned by Uhe 
ruler of Kaithal but he escaped from the prison, collected * the 
fraternity and appealed to Delhi. Their chastisement was determined 
by the Kaithal ministry with the deplorable result above noted.® 


4 

t 



J 





UJ 


1. According to Cleric, Sukha Singh bora the obaraoter of a factious man* 


2. The loss on both the sides was almost equal; On Kaithal side, two leaders and 

36 men were killed; on the side of Barwalias, two leaders and 42 men lost 
their livesa Many cruelties were 
cent people put to the sword. 

a 

3. Clerk never learnt thet hostile preparations were going on. Neither of the two 

parties took the trouble of informing biiD, ' ^ ' ^ i'u'* 


committed by the Kai^hal^ troqps iD&Q< 
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Clerk had hurried to the spot and the Kaithal trocps had 
retired except from the Thana at Lukhi. He had required the 
withdrawl of several parties left in several villages, where resistance 
had been shown. He bad placed his Chaprasi and awaited the 
orders of Government. Everything was quiet and there was no 
apprehension of a renewal of hostilities. He was in favour of tak¬ 
ing strong action aoainat Kaithal, observing: “The Kaithal authori¬ 
ties will nob suffer a recourse to arms among these protected states 
for purposes that may be peaceably effect in communication with 
the local agent for these states. These differences will be difficult 
tc reconcile unless the Barwalia outrages are visited with some 
lasting mark of dis-saiisfaction of the Government,'** 

The remedy suggested by Clerk was that the Barwalias should 
be taken direct under the British conirol as it would result in 
“a far greater degree of good order in the Pattis with result that 
has yet been attained or ever can be attained under the partial 
and mutable system of Government to which they have been sub¬ 
jected since their connection with Kaithal.” 


1. Clerk to Fraser, November 16, 1834, B.N.-80, L.N. 199. 

Clerk remarked: “If 1 may offer an opinion I should say that on the ground 
ofno progress whatever having been made in reforming the loose predatory 

habits of the Barwalia Sikhs.they were relinquished to the control of Bhai 

of Kaithal sixteen years ego.that the measure of coercion directed against 

them were determined on in defiance of your prohibition and further those 
measures were carried into effect with the moat unjustifiable severity, the 
least thing that can be done in order to mark the reprehension with which the 
Supreme Government regards such outrages and the inflictions of sufferings 
so unmerited is to require the Kaithal authorities to forego the pretensions and 

^ to abstain hereafter from all interference with the affairs of the Barwalia 
Sikhs “ 
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Talldng about the nature of the relations subsisting betweeh 
the Barwalias and Kaithal state. Clerk said that it was of a loose 
nature which must naturally subsist among a military people. The 

ruler of Kaithal had adduced a written engagement on the part of 
these Sikhs to supply a contingent of Horse and wanted the 
Barwalia lands to be regarded as a fief. But that was not correct 
as that connection did not have any element of subservience or 
vassalage.i “Every Sikh assumed the right of transferring, not only 
his allegiance, .for they owned no such tie, but. his relations of 
mutual aid whensoever he pleased and to whomsoever he pleased.’* 
Thus the Barwalia Sikhs were at one time co-operating with Gulab 

Singh Shahid, at another with the Ahluwalia Missal and latterly 
with ihe Bhais of Kaithal. 


On February 24, 1835,2 Fraser referred Clerk to a letter of 
the Secretary at Agra. The Bhai of Kaithal had to pay compen¬ 
sation for the damage sustained by the BarwaUas; his. interference 
with their affairs was prohibited in the future. If there were any 
prisoners, they were to be immediately released by the Kaithal Govern¬ 
ment. The conduct of the Bhai was described as “unwarrantable"; 
the local British officials seemed to have been inconsistent in their 
attitude and at times treated the Barwalia Sikhs as subject of 



1 . 


According to Clerk, the connection between the two wae not feudal. Be 
observed: “ That variable connection) however, subsisting among Sikh 

propnetors, at the time this engagement was executed implied nothing 

of the nature of the subservience. vassoUgo and other conditions belong- 
mg to fealty”. • 


2. Fraser to Clerk, Februaiy 24, 1836, B. N. 38, L. N. 10. tc i. 

. Secretary Agra Government to Fraser February U. 1836. B. N. 86. p. 86.W. 
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Kaithal which had misled the Bhai in treating them so harshly.^ 
Thus the Barwalias ptssed out of the control of the Bhais of 
Kaithal. 


1 The Secretary admitted that on other occaeione, the Bhai of Kaithal Ijad recog. 
nieed them ae a separate and independent body. 

Frosor wrote a long despatch to Government on the relations of the 
Barwalia Sikhs and the Kaithal Chief. After tracing in detail the early history 
of these Sikhs, Froser observed that there were proofs of their independono-', 
long before the claim of the Kaitbal Chief was put forward. They liad been 
considered so by earlier Political Agents, although they were on friendly terms 
with that ruler. Later on, they were placed under the control of Kaithal, 
although this step was not *'wuiranted by faith or good policy**. The Barwalia 
Sikhs had all along been opposed to it. The claim of the Bhsi bad rested upon 
a document which was not only unattestod but. suspected to be a forgery. 
Moreover, the question was not of tho Bhai's claim to over lordship but of 
the punishment to be inflicted on him for what he had done. As Fraser put 
it ... . ‘‘The claims of this Chief to service and obedience from the Barwalia 
Sikhs and their dec'aration of being independent on the British Government 
alone being under investigation, the Kaithal Chief disregards the orders of 
the local authorities not to interfere violently in the affairs of the Barwalia 
party, attacks and plunders some of their villages .... puts to death a number 
of men, makes several prisoners and retains them in confinement at Kaithal 
inspite of repeated requisitions for their release .... 

The Kaithal Chief .... has maintained his claim in a manner that lays 
him open .... to any punishment ... Government may think it proper to 
inflict .... ill usage by him of any of the Barwalia Sikhs ... at once relieves 
them from their connection with him and it is ill usuage .... w’hioh has driven 

them to implore the speedy justice of the British Goverament and redress 
through its sovereign powers. 

Unless Government punish the outrage .... with very gr^ut severity, 
the little obedience that is now paid to the remonstrances of the Local Agvnt 
.will be totally withheld” .• 

(Continued on next page) 

\ 
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(5) Disputes between Nabha and the Ludran and the Sdnil Sikhs. 

^ despatch of 1833 that Clerk reported to Fraser 

of^K ^ furnish their contingent 

orse o Nabha, inspite of the importunities of the ruler ^ He 

also added that even in 1829, the Raja of Nabha had complained 

urray about the conduct of these people and desired him to 

recall them to a sense of their duty rather than that he should 

proceed himself ,o coerce them By way of reply, the Ludraus had 

ruler As far ^8«»st the Nabha 

ruler. As far as Clerk was concerned, all his attempts having faiied 

to induce them to fulfil their obligation, he had to writ- to the 

RHjajhat he could coerce them in any manner he thought necessary 

o compel the attendance of their contingent.* Clerk felt that the 

Raja was adopting a mild course; he was only restraining their 

from three or four villages by holding the revenues in deposit untU 
they obeyed his injunctions. 


(Continued from page 253) 

Therefore, Fraser suggested a drastic punishment to be innioted on 
the Blisi of Kaithal, although he admitted that the ruler was only about 
19 years old and surrounded by evil advisers. Tne Bhai was to dismiss the 
officers responsible for the outrage, surrender the prisoners to Clerk and 

pension the widows and orphans of those who “have fallen a saor'ifioe to his 

violence” and also to pay adequate compensation to the victims a fine 

waste be impossi on the Kaithal Government, If these terms were not 

fulfilled within a week, Fraser suggested that Kaithal was to be occupied by a 

force until the Chief submitted unconditionally. However, he added that the 

Kaithal Chief had been brought to reason by Clerk and had promised to 

abstain from ,urther offensive measures. (B. N. 35, p. 69—90, Januirv 28 
1836). . “y 


1 . 


2 . 


But the Lieutenant-Governor refused to accept Fraser’s penal measan 
as tlie Secretary at Agra wrote that His Honour did not propose to can 

the punishment of the outrage further but he was required to report that thei 
orders hnd been carried into effect. 

Clerk to Fraser. July 20. 1333, B. N. 79. L. N. 67. Also see. B.N. S 
L. N. 44, and B. N. 70, L. N. 248. 

Clerk said that (he Ludran Sikhs were even.’raisrepTeaenting the number ef tl 
quota they had to furoieh. 
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To come to the Sonti Sikhs.Clerk, in a Ittttcr to ITaj^er 

thus traced the history of their rclaii*>ns with Xablia*:- 


In 1820, the Nabha Raja coniplaimd to Birch about their 
Contumacy/' and the latter passed an c-rder directing thfir attendance 
as,here tofore at Nabha with seventy Horse, asking Sudh Singh 
Sontiwala to fulfil his engagem-nt or the Raja would be at liberty to 
coerce them. He issued a circular, too, to all the Protected Sikh States, 
prohibiting them from rendering any assistance if the Nabha Raja 
desired to chastise them. Further, an earlier petition of the Sonti 
Sikhs presented again in Birch’s days, stated that, in obedience to orders, 
seventy-two 1 Horse had been present at Nabha for a period of two 
months ; it was further said that these horses, according to ancient 
usages, attended only on the occasion of any disturbances but the R« ja 
required them to be f resent in his s« rvice in the time of peace as well.* 
Ross, who succeeded Birch, sent for the Vakil of the Sonti Sikhs in 1821 
and put Some questions to him regarding the validity *of iheir engage¬ 
ment to the Nabha ruler ; their replies admitted the genuineness of the 
engagement. Towards the close of the year Ross issued an order to the 

Sonti Sikhs blaming them for their failure in their allegiance to, and 
their attendance on, the ruler of Nabha and warned them of the conse¬ 
quences.* In 1822, a note was presented by Nubha that the disobedience 
of the Sonti Sikhs had forced the ruler to enforce certain penalties on 

them, as they were reluctant to meet their engagement. Ross authorised 
the ruler to adopt the proposed course. In March 1823, the Sonti Sikhs 
presented a petition to Ross in which they declared j that they had 
promised to.furnish seventy Horse in times of trouble as the Raja of 


1. Clerk to Fraaer, August 3, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N 65. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, August 3, 1133, B.N. 79, L.N. 66. 

♦ 

3. B.N. 79, L-N. 65. Clerk observed that Ross, in issuing that order had referred 
to the copies of documents showing engagements, concluded between the Raja 
of Nabha and the Sonti Sikhs as having been filed in the agency office. 
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Nabha had promieed to protect them from the attacks of Ranjit Singh. 
From that time, they had furnis .ed seventy horsemen on occasion of any 
disturbance and when it was over, they returned to their homes. If they 
were expected to serve aho in times of peace, that would be a great 
hardship for them. According to CUrk, the petition deserved particular 
attention not only with reference to the Raja's right of claiming 
a contingent from them, but as setting forth the other and the 
true grounds of complaints on the part of the Sonti Sikhs, relating 
to the vexatious interference of the Raja.' In 1824, the Nabha 
Raja again complained of the conduct of the Sonti Sikhs anti Murray 
who was then the Agent at Ambala, ordered them to attend on 

the Raja according to their engagement with seventy Horse, failing 

which their Jagir would be confiscated. In July 1826, the ruler 
of Nabha addressed a note to Metcalfe and sent him certain documents 

dealing with the case and received the reply that they would 
doubtless fulfil their engagements, otherwise the prescribed penalties 
should be enforced. In 1827, Murray, on a representation that 

the Sonti Sikhs had committed disorders which were attended with 

loss of life, authorised the Nabha authoritise to coerce them, qxl 
the commission of futher aggrefsion, ho declared that they were the 
subjects of Nabha and that the Ambala office had no jurisdiction 
over them. On another complaint the same officer ordered that the 
Raja should act according to the orders of Metcalfe and Ochterlony, 
In 1829, the Resident at Delhi admitted the right of the Nabha 
ruler to control these Sikhs who were discribed as his Tabedars, 
no other government having any right to interfere in their affairs.* 
Tji 1830, the Sonti Sikhs presented a petition complaining of the 




1, Clork to Fraser, August 3, 1833, B.N. 79, L.N. 66. 

2. Ibid, On September 25, 1827) Colebrooke, the Residenti wrote to Murray that 
the British Qovemment could not interfere in the dispute between the Raja of 
Nabha and the Sonti and Ludran Sikhs, (B.N, 27,X.N. 286)i 

■ I • 

8oe also, B,N. 75, fi.N. 299, January 22,1829, 
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tyranny of the Nabha Raja and denying hU claims to their service* 
Murray* therefore, proposed that both the fcsonti and the Ludran 
Sikhs should be placed without the pale of Nabha's authority, their 
contingents continuing to be furnished to him. but all jurisdiction 
over them to be vested in the Ambala office. But the Rfsident, in 
reply, deprecated ».ll interference with Nabha in favour of the Sonti 
and the Ludran Sikhs, observing that they “could not be protected 
by us without imposing on ourselves the duty of compelling them 
to fulfil their obligations to which they have subjected themselves."* 


Three years later, Clerk again wrote a lengthy despatch 
about the Ludran and the Sonti Sikhs.* He referred to the decision 
of his predecessor by which these vassals of the Nabha Raja were 
to be placed to a certain extent out of the reach or the interference 
of Nabha; to this th© Re^ide□t had objected.^ It was then assumed 
that the Ludran and the Sonli Sikhs were bound by ancient allegiance 
and by their written deeds to serve the Nabha Raja with certain 
quotas of the Horse. But it should be noted, said Clerk, that these 
Sikhs did not admit the Raja's prescriptive right to their allegiance 
or the authenticity of any documents produced in support of such 
a right and has been complaining to him for the past three years.^ 


1. The leader of the Sonti Sikhs was one Sudh Singh. He was ch irged with creat¬ 
ing disorder, fined and imprisoned by Nabha. But ho was releaeed at the 
persuasion of Clerk. (Clerk to Fraser, December 3, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 160). 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, August 12, 188P, B. N. 42, L. N. 136. 

3. Colebrooke, the Resident, had deprecated the proposed -interference when a 
petition w^s presented by Bir Singh. Budh Singh and other Sikbs of Sonti. 
(Clerk to Fraser, August 3, 1833, B. N, 79, L N. 66). 

4. ^ Metcalf© observed to Clerk that Colebrcoke bad regarded those Sikbs as vassals 

of.'Nabba; Clerk pointed out that’Fras^'r had set aside a decision made by 
the. Nabha. Euler^ in the cose of disputed inheritance between the son of Ram 
Sin^ of Ludran. (T>>e case bos been dUoussed in an earlier chapter in the 
monefrapb ). 
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Clerk also observed that the ruler of Nabha claimed the services 
of fifty Horse from the Ludran Sikhs and of seventy from , the. 
Sontis. . This they were enjoined to perform by him. It was very 
difficult to ascertain whether that service was being performed 
satisfactorily or not.' Clerk was also trying to find out the precise 
nature of the relations subsisting between them and the Nabha 
Raja in 1809, 

* 

The reason ‘ of their being declared vatsals had been the 
exhibition of certain documents by the Nabha and the application 
of the word “Jagirdar" to discribe them. If they were vassals, 
then Clerk was of the opinion that any interference in their affairs 
would be improper. But the Nabha ruler had not claimed that 
degree of control over them which might make them his vassals; 

on the contrary, he had formally apprised the Political Agents of 
any neglect of service of which the Ludran Sikhs had been guilty.* 

Therefore it was desirous to ascertain the proper footing on 

which to place the parties ; the written documents should 

have been very carefully examined for their authenticity ; to Clerk 

it was evident that no such examination took place. 

According to Clerk, the Sikh Khalsa did not contain the 

element of vassalage or any feudal organisation. The Sikhs pro¬ 
fessed to be committees of independent soldiers and all conquests 

were made by their confederacies ; the Ludran and the Sonti Sikhs 
belonged to one of such confederacies.the Nishanwalas.owing 


]. Clerk to Metcalfe, August IS, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 136, 

• 

2 Ibid. Clerk remarked; **.the Baja baa not in my time, on oooasion of de¬ 

fection following that strict course of coercion which could alone compel them 
indirectly to fuhil their supposed engagements...he has been oautious seeming 

either to be apprehensive of an interference obnoxious to his feelings as a 
sovereign resulting from any complaint ^of his violence made by those he 
deems bis subject, or distrustful of bis tight to ^suoh vassalage^ should their 
complaints cause that to be called in question.'* - 




[ 259 ] 

ledlty ui Clerk’s days tJ the Britisii (jroveiiiiiioal. liierelore, tlie 
ruler of Nabha could not have any right of supremacy over them. 
But it did not msan thit they coull n>b hive been conquered 
by a neighbouring Chief as a period of fifty years intervened 
between the Sikh victory .at Sirhind and th3 establishment of ilie 
British protectorate in 1809. 


The first occasion, after the battle of Sirhind, when tfie 
Ludran and the Smti Sikhs appeared in the field, was in a 
boundary dispute between Patiala and one ot the Sikh Chiefs of 
Ambala. The former were helped by the forces of Nabha and 
Jind ; the latter by the “ Nishanwala ’’ Misal; the Ludran and 
the Sonti Sikhs fought on the side of Ambila, and helpd to raise 
its siege. So their position wa^ independent. That was in 1780, 
The Ludran Sikhs did nob engage in any opposibio.i to Nabha 
subsequent to 1780. About thii time one of the Ludran Chiefs 
gave his daughter to the Nabhi Chief. Since then, they were the 
allies of Nabha, aiding them but also demanding aid from that 
state whenever they needed it. As regards the Souti Sikhs, they 
opposed Nabha on various occasions, as the records of the Agency 
office showed. Thus the relations between Nabha and the Sontis were 
different from those of Nabha with the Ludran Sikhs.^ 

% 

Clerk then went on to say thit he had obtained the 
evidence of the zamindars, talked with the agents of Nabha and 
other Chiefs and had also carefully examined the documents pro¬ 
duced by the Nabha Vakils and had come to the conclusion that 
there was nothing in them to invalidate the claims of the Ludran 
and the Sonti Sikhs.* The documents had been declared to be 


1. Clerk to Metcalte, August 12» 1836, B. M. 82 L. N. 136, 


2 Ibid, 
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forgeries by the Sonti Sikhs, It was remarkable, commented Clerk, 
that all orders ipsued by the British authorities to the 4.lidi^D aild 
the Sonti Sikhs, requiring their obedience to Nabha, were in possessloii 
of the Nabha Agents. In this way, the Nabha Raja had continued, 
with the assistance of British authorities, to usurp and exeroise 
over them the right of a feudal lord. In his relations with ‘the 

Sonti Sikhs, who were his co-parceners, he had been allowed to 
assume the same degree of supremacy.^ 


Writing on May 21, 1837,® again about them, Clerk observ¬ 
ed that the Raja of Nabha was feeling dis-satished with his- 
decision. At first, as Clerk explained, he was in favour of the 
control of the Raja, as long as he believed that the ruler was 

trying to win them over. That was why he had tried to recon¬ 
cile the two parties. But the position had changed ; the NabhU 
ruler was not trying to conciliate them while the Ludrdn and the 

Sonti Sikhs were protesting against their connection with Nabha.^ 
Under these circumstances. Clerk remarked that he had no alter¬ 
native but to reject the Raja's claim for supremacy. 


1. The Sootis and Nabha held in join% tenancy thirty-six villages. 

2 Clerk to MetruUe, Jlay 21, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 22. 

3 Oae of the Ludrau Sardars, Raja .Singh, presented a pstitioQ, in which he de 
dared that he had nothing to do with Nabha and that in 1S09, his father was 
declared an independent Chief. He allaged that the Nabha rule prephr^' a 
forged doouiuent and sent it to Ochterlony who eocepted it. also pointhd’^' 
out that Clerk had hold the paper presented by Nabha to be doubtful and con¬ 
sequently had recognised his independence; the Sardar lurther averred that he 
was equal in rank to Chiefs like Mohar Singh and Gurbakah Singh and was 
himself o Niehunwala Surdar. Raja Singh requested Government to instruct 
the Nubha Chief to refrain from bringing forward any forged paper. 

(B,N, 37, p. 420—34, December 1837). 

(Confinifci on next ^ 
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The attitude of the Supreme Goveiniuenl w«s defined in 
two letters from Metcalfe to Clerk. In the fir^t letter, Metcalfe 
referred Clerk to the letter of the Secretary at A^ra. in wliicli it 
was pointed out that the Lieutenant-Governor was of the opinion 
that the agreements entered into between the jiariies irmst be 

maintained on both sidesj In the .second lett(*r. Metcalfe (pio.ed 


(Continued from page 2f0) 

It seemed that this potitiou did not produce any great effect, for Jfaroil- 
t.on wrote to IMetcalfo: ‘^His Honour requests it may bo Rscertained what 
evidence may be adduced b}' the petitiuier to prove that 'he engogcinonts 
recorded are false and not genuine”. .According to liiin, those engagements 
appear *o have been considered correct and true but His FToiour is desirous 
that any doubt on the subject moy be removed because if they arc true, it will 
be proper that they are adhered to and enforced.” 

ilbid. ip. 425, December 9, 1837). 

Metcalfe thus observed to Clerk; “I.transmit those documents for 

the purpose of necertaining your opinion as to the authenticiiy of the engage- 
ments alluded to by Mr. Hamilton. Of their genuioeness, T have myself no 

doubt from the facts recorded . but as it is to be hoped that the further 

report now called or will lead to a final settlement of this long .pending 
question, it is but just towards the discontented party that they should have 
the bjnefit of your opinion, should it prove to be at variauce with inino nod 

equally due to the Baja of Nabha that the terms of the engagements should be 
enforced if they were fairly and voluntarily executed”. 

(B.N.37, L.N. 118. December 20, 1837), 

tTnfortunately, Kaja Singh did not enjoy a good reputation for verarity 
end so'notbiDg eeemed to have come out of it. However, the Supreme Govern¬ 
ment did fay down certain prinoip'es to guide the relations of the Nabha Chief 
with tbe Sonti and the Ludrao Sikhs, a^d in this way indirectly benefittad 
Haja Singh. 

1. Metcalfe to Clerk, July 31, 1837, B.N.37, L.N.67. 

Secretary Agra Government to Metcalfe, July 19, 1837, B.N. 37, p. 219. 




from the letter of the Secretary to the Supreme Government, in 
which it was stated that the Ludran and the Sonti Sikha afipeared 

ready to consent to feudal service on occasions like births, deaths, 
marriages, war, etc., and that the Nabha Raja had no right to 
more.^ In this way, Nabba's supremacy over them was severely 
restricted. 


1. MetcftU'e to Clerk, September 8, I8b8, B.N. 38, L.N. 57. 

Macnagbten to Metcalfe, August 28, 1838, B.N* 38, p, 273. 

Lord Auckland addressed a letter to that effect tj the Raja of Rabha. 
His Lordship remarked: “The Chiefs of Sonti and Ludran appear ready enough 
to do the service you require by sending a certain member of mounted follow- 
ers to you upon certain sptcial occasions: Ist, the birth of a sou to Nabha, 2ad 
the marriage of a son or daughter of Nabha, 3r', the death of the reigning 

Rflja. 4th. war.and I do not think it advisable that they may be called upon 

for more than this; and I am convinced that you will feel satisfied wilh an 

opinion thus expressed after much inquiry and dtliberation by me and with 

this admission cf your dignity and power. 


Tl»e question ia, therefore, set at rest and no further representation, in 
any way oonnooted with the subject, will be attended to“ . (B.N 38, p. 274). 

The orders of the Governor-aeneral were approved by the Court af 

Directors, which observed: •* The engagement on the part of these Sikhs to 
render military service to the Raja of Nabha ought undoubtedly to.be inter- 
preted with reference to the usages and feelings of the Sikh tribes and the 

actual relation which can be shown to have existed between the [parties at the 

time when the British Government by recognising the obligation preoluded any 
successful attempts to shake it off. On this principle, we think the Governor- 

General acted correctly on which the Sonti and Ludran Sikhs were to render 
the service required of them .” 

Thomason to Clerk, June 1, 1840, B-N, 196, L.N, 118, and Bztraot (para 

‘ 1 

32) from a despatch of the Court of Direotois, dated Uaroh 12, No. 10 of 184b, ^ 
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(6) Disputes between Jind and Balawali Slkbs. 

On March 20. 1836,^ Clerk reported to Metcalfe the revolt 
of the Balawali Sikhs ftnd their attack on Mr. Edgeworth and his 
escort. Giving a few particulars about these Sikh,-*. C'erk observed 
that the zamindars of Balawali were a wild people who under the 
rule of Jind did what they liked not only in regard to paying 
revenue but in all other matters The. Taaluq of Balawali, compri-i. 
ing ten villag- s, was situated about one hundred miles westward 
of Ambala and seventy miles from Ludhiana. 


This.revolt was the first manifestation of disaffection, since 
the time they had been brought under the control cf the British 
it was also the first time that they were called upon to pay 
revenue. They had preferred a prescriptive right to a very light 
assessment and, according to Clerk, it had been very light-in fact, 
much lighter than in all the other Parganas of Jind. Moreover, 
their request to pay as hither to in kind had also been complied 
with. They had no excuse to attack Edgeworth....an attack, des- 
C'ibed by Clerk, as “most wanton and quite in the spirit of an 


1. C'©rk to Metcalf©, March 2''', 1838, B.N. 82, L.N. 38. 


Bdgeworth was oae of tb© British officials oppointod to administer Jind 
till th© question of succession was settled. He wanted that some compensation 
ought to be paid to him for the plunder of his property at the hands of the 
rebels but bis claim was rejected by th© Court of Directors. (Metcalfe to Clerk, 
February 22, 1839, B.N. L.N.7—Extract from L.N. 65 of 1838, November 21, 

1838). Clerk had desired that the compensation ought to be paid. 

See. B.N. 82, LL.N. 86 and 88. and B.N. 36, L.N. 44. 

Also, Busbby to Metcalfe, May 21, 1836, B.N, 36. p. 154. 


2. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 20, 1836, B.N. 82, L.N, 38. 

TheBaUwalia had rebelled in 1815 also; they were then supporting 

Kanaar Partflb Singh, son of Raja Bhag Singh of Jind. Ochterlony marched 
» to Balawali and suppressed the insurrection. 

i. . 1 .. (Oohterlony to Metcalfe, September 30, 1814, B.N. 61, L N. 119). 
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untamed people*'.! The suspicion of Cterk was; that t. the zamindare 
of Balawali had been instigated to commit the outrage by the Akal's 
resorting to the fair at Gurusar, a holy place and’ diatant^ Only a 
few miles from Balawali. 


On March 21, 1836,^ Clerk wrote that all the seryapts of 
the Thanas of Balawali and the escort of Bdgeworth had bfcn 
released by the rebels who retained possession of the fort and 
^dllage; they were said to have been joined by soipe xnatchlpcHmen 
on behalf of Rani Sahib Kunwar of Jind.3 


Acknowledging loth the letters, Metcalfe remarked that Brigadier 
General Duncan, commanding the Sirhind division, had been asked 
to send such forces as might seem necessary to effect the reduotipn 
of the foit.^ 



1. Clerk tQ Metcalfe, March 20, 1836, B.N. 82, L.N,36* 


2, Clerk to Metcalfe, 82, 40, ^ 

3, Clerk was of the opinien that the deputies of Sahib Eunnar, who were ot Delhi, 
should be dismissed from there until satisfaction be made or taken for the 

outrage. 

4, Metcalfe to Clerk. March 23, 1836^ B<N. 36, I# N<31. 

Secretary, Agra GovernmeDt to Metcalfe, April 30, 1836».B N, 36,.p. 12?^28. 
Metcalfe to Clerk, May 7, lfc36, B.N, 30, L N. 36- 


Metcalfe forwarded a letter from Wade at Ludhiana ta^ th^-'Supreme 
Government in which that officer, bad urged: upon-tb&OtpnMniMn^AajMUli upon 
the native states of Patiala, Nabha,eto^ to.subdua inaufgents, 36> 

p. 98), Wade's argumeuia were that Balawali waasituated on the borders of a 

desert and was surrounded by turbulaatpeoplawho would raise the peasantry; " 

there was also the risk of a collision with the Lahore nuthorities. (B.N. 36, 
L.N. 23, March 26, 1830). 

^ So Metcalfe wrote toO)erkUiat>ifheii«rpe4«wdth13Mfhihe^ com. 
munioate with Dunosn to stay, the mssoh of the f BUjfi 8a , T uff M. 

B|eroh29, 1836). Clerk, howevesi *TT*nnTit WillMlt ifpfliiittJy IpaiittiiUtf Vie 





4 ' 


- .... (, 
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Replying on march 30, 1836, Clerk observed that Brigadier- 
General Duncan had already been requested to cause troops to be 
marched for the suppression of the insurrection.* 


Reporting again about the insurrection. Clerk wrote that 
the number of rebels had not increased; out of ten villages, seven 
bad refused to join.® The Maharajkians had stood aloof; the Chiefs 
also had not given any support to the rebels. There Ure about 

two hundred and fifty insurgents, led by Gulab Singh Gill, a 
zamindar of Balawali and formerly a Rissaldar in Jind service. He 
further reported that the fort and town had been evacuated by 
the rebels on the 6th April, a few hours before the arrival of the 
British detachment.^ They appeared to have retired to Muktsar a 
holy place belonging to Maharaja Ranjit Singh and from there 
crossed into his territory. 


(Continued from page 264) 

of Sikh troops alone. Ho said that the turbulent people should be made to 
feel the British authority; there wos no risk of any clash with the subj^^cts of 
the Lahore Government would be anxious to avert a catastrophe of this nature 
(B.N. 82, L.V. 62). 

The forces used were o detachment of Skinner’s Horee and the troops of 
Begam Samru. Tha expense incurred was about Rs 2300 which was charged 
to the Jind revenues, (B N S3, L.N. 11, March 27, 1837). 

Edgeworth was prepared to proceed to Balawali himseif to suppress the 
revolt, if given enough support; (B.N. 82, L N, 38). 

Also see, Metcalfe to Clerk, March 26, 1837, B.N. 37, L.N. 33. 

r • • M. f 

1. clerk to Metcalfe, B.N. 82, L.N. 52. Abundant supplies for troops had been 
collected by Clerk at Sangrur ; the Chiefs of Patiala, Nabha and Malod 

• had aldo promised to supply whatever the British troops needed. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 31, 1836, B.N. 82, L.N. 63. 

•3.- Olerk-to Mstcalfo, AprU 7, 1836. B.N. 82. L,N, 66, - 
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Clerk, a week after, informed Metcalfe that Gulab Singh Gill 
had been killed in attempting to force a passage across' the Suttej‘5 
About eight rebels who were with him Were secured as also aloDUt 
forty more, among whom were several leaders; all were being sent 
*■0 Ambala.* 

Clerk himself had gone to Bala rail; before leaving that 
place, he asked Colonel Skinner to stnd a party of his Horse to 

be stationed there; until they arrived, he had arranged for forty 
Horsemen of the Sikh contingent and thirty Barkandases to remain 
there. In response to his appeal mxny Chiefs had sent their contin*- 
gents and abmt one thousand men in all hid joined the Political 
Agent; they were also being dismissed.3* 


With regard to the management of the Balawall* Qasba arid 
two of its dependent villages, a new arrangement was necessary 
as the people of those places were implicated in the outbreak.* 


1. Clerk to Ife^oalfd, April 14. IS36, B.N. S2, L.X. 62. 

Many of the msurgente were able to oroia the Sutlej and esoape. Wade 
informed the Supreme Oovemment of the capture of Qulab Singh’s followera 
by the Maxndot zamindars (B.X. U2. L.N. 19). Itaonaghten replied that it 
would be inexpedient to demand their surrender. (B.N. 118. L.X. 72). 

2. Among the leaders captured, Clerk mentioned Lukha Singh. Doura Kowra. 
Desu Singh, Sudh Singh and Qulab Singh — Desu Singh stabbed himself to 

death (B.N. 82, L.N 86) ; Mai Sub Rai of Jind was also impUoated. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe. April 14. 1836.B.N. 82. L.N. 62. 

C lerk paid a special tribute to the Pathan Chiefs of MalerkoUa who 
^'evinced as usual the utmost promptitude and zeal in supporting the cause 
of the British Qovermnent". He expressed himself against'thewlfthdrawal of 
the 1st Local Horae from Balawali, until the ^ueatk n of ^ind auooeseion wee 
settled. (BN. 82, LH. 126) 

4. Clerk reptlried that the fort of Balawali wM being* diamwtled; the* mer- 
chants and othsr psaoeable classss wars returning to the town 

* K' ' t>i» 

6. There were four sections of the Qesba ; one ssotion remained loyal, ihd.toNd 
some of the Oovemment ■tr.vftaN' And ■ did not Jolntfat the mtWIpt inf i|t 
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fiut a fixed settlement was improbable as in all the Parganas 

of Jind, the agricultural classes were being distracted by rumours 

being daily spread among them <f the probable success of some 
one or anothfer of tiio nuni^irous claiman s to the Jind Chiefship.* 

The arrangements proposed by Clerk were approved by Metcalfe who 

considered them judicious and recommended them for the sanction 
of the superior authority.* 


In a letter of May 9, 1836, Clerk threw more light on the 
Balawali insurrection^ and discussed the causes of the rebellion. The 
most important causes, according to him was *'the inherent con¬ 
tumacy of the Balawali Jats”; they were helped by the disbanded 
horsemen of Jind Stale, who resided in Balawali or neighbouring 
villages. As already stated, the leader of the revolt was Gulab 
Singh Gill, formerly a Rissaldar in the Jind service: the small 
parties of horsemen which joined him were composed of Sawara, 
once emt loyed in Jind. These horsemen had taken a principal part 
in the revolt. There was also Mai Sub Rai a widow of Kunwar 
Partab Singh of Jind, whose motives the Political Agent could not 
understand.* 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, April 14. 1836, B.N. 82, L N. 6 2. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, April 19, 1836, B N. 36, L.N. 31. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, May, 7, 1836, B.N. 36, L.N. 36 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, May 9. 1830 B.N. 82, L.N. 86. 

Clerk eent 27 persoDs, implicated in the rebellion, to stand their trial at 
Panipat before Metcalfe- * 

Also see. Metcalfe to Clerk, May 19, 1836, B.N. 36, L.N. 39. 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, May 9, 1836, B.N. 82, L.N. 85. 

Clerk was under the impression that she Lad been influenced by her 
brother Dal Singh, u triend of Gulab Singh Gill, who took an active 
part in the seizure of the fort and Tbaoa of Balawali on the night of 
March 17. She lied with Gulab Singh Gill and was with him when he 
waa killed ; she was apprehended with others in the dominions of Maharaja 
njit Singh, her subsequent fate is unknown. 
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An extensive search was being made for the recovery of the 
plundered property; the greater part of it had been taken away to 
the neighbouring villages, belonging lo other states and the local 
officials, acting under the instructions ( f their (hiefs, were showing 

the greatest alacrity in aiding the search. Through their effi rts, a 
considerable portion of the loot had been recovered.^ 

There wtre three Bhaichak villages om where most of the 
plundered property had been recovered; many prisoners were inhabitants 
of these villages ; the zamindars appear.d to be in league with the 
party of Gulab Singh and had connived at the nets of the insurg. nts. 

They owned no Chief, the proprietorial right of the villages- was 
shared among several Bhais, including the Bhsi of Kaiihal. Clerk was cf 

the view ihat Bhai Udai Singh of Kaithal should be allowed to exercise 
authority in the Bhai-Chak villages.* 

i . I <•, 

a 

Clerk assured Metcalfe that no state had offered any help 
to he Balawali rebels. The Maharajkian; Sikhs h.id absolutdy no 



1. Clerk to Metcalfe, May 9. 1836, B.N. 82, L.N. 85. 

2. Clerk to MeteaKe, May 9, 1836. B.N. 82, L N. 86. 

Bhai of Kaithal had written to Clerk that he was prepared to march 
with hie troops to punish the Bbaichak villagers; he also -promised to restrain 

them in future which lie could easily do as ho had a Thana at Buohu, at a dis¬ 
tance of a few miles from the Bhaiohak vilhiges. 

Clerk added, “. the proposed introduction of Bnai Udai Singh's 

authority would. be the most proper and moat efficient mode of keeping 

them in check for the future” . . t 

Government agreed with Clerk’s view,-but also added that, in case ade* 

quate revenue could be derived from t,hein, they might be tnaen over, by itself. 

It is not known what the fit al arrangement was, ■ • 

* 

See, Metoalfo to Clerk, June 2/, 1836, B.N. 36. L.N. 61. ‘ ' v 

• • ^ ‘. «■« ^ A • . * '% 

Bushby to Metcalfe, June 11, 1836, B.N. 16. p. 182. 
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hand in tiie insurrection;® they abstained from j^iving any asr^istance 

to Gulab Singh, even after he had seized the fort and tovwi of 

of BalftWidi. But i e accused Mai Sahib Kunwar of foincnting tlie 

trouble. Whrn Clerk was on a visit to jind, lie had tirgid on 

lier the propriety of her allowing him to pay all her tr ops, many 

of whom were in antnrs. But she had not agreed. It had seemed 

to Clerk unsafe that the troops, after being disband d, should be 
• ; 

allowed to remain in the sta*c. At list she had dismissed them 
froai Jind, retaining them, however, nondnally in her pay. Clerk 
could not allow even this. She tlien, by ihe advice of the agents 

of Patiala and Nabhn, sent th;m into the ti rritories of those s'ates. 
Some of them r*turned to their homes in Bhaichak villages and 

(he vicinity of Balawali.* and tock an active pait in the in¬ 
surrection. 


The insurrection might hn e b en widespread but f r the 
skill and efficiency of British troops. Tin* rebels had no idea that 
they would undertake operations at tlie advent of the hot we.ther; 
also, the rebels had felt encouraged by the example of the rebellion 
of Kunwar Parlab Singh when the fort of Balawali was able to 
hold out for months against the troops of Patiala, Nabha and Jind. 

Clerk concluded thus : *'.these were the circumstances which, I 

believe, led the rebels to possess themselves of the fort in the 


$ 





' 2, Clerk remarked: “.of ungoverned habits, a f ghting people and closely 

■ ' oonnecled by intor-roarriagea with the Balawali zemindars, it was difficult for 

the Maharajkisn Sikhs to rofuso the call made on them for assisiance.Never. 

(beless they do not appear to have any hand in exciting the rebellion. Nor is 
there evidence of any ol them having been present during the iasiirreclion”. 
That shows the value of constructive work being done by Clerk, as far as the 
Mabarajkions were concerned. See also, B N. 82, L N. 38. 

. ‘^1. According to Clerk. Mai Sahib Kaur kept the Sawara on with promises of re* 

— ' :.c6veriDg.tbe ChiefaUip.*’ a prospect which had excited these idle’Sawars 

4 nd unhinged.the minda of the agricultural olaases’*.-. 









fullest confidence they would bo there enabled to maintain their 

position long enough to give encouragement to all turbulent classes 

on the Western side and to allow of their concerting at leisure as 

extensive a disturba ce iS their hitherto unr*stric»ed disposiiions 
could desire”.! 


But this scheme could not succeed in face of Clerk's energetic 
measures,2 

(7) Disputes betvee Nawab Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan and Sardar Nlhal 

Singh Co-parceners In IndrI 

A very important dispu'e was that between the ^ikh and 

the Mohammadan co-parceners in Indri; the former was represent<d 

by Nihal Singh,^ and the latt r by Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan of 
Kunjpura * 


1. eUrk to Metcalfe. May 9, 1836. B N. 82, L.N. 86. 

2. Balawali was given to Sarup Wngh, when his claim to Jind Chiefship was 
recognised. 

3. Ho represented himself to have a fourth share in Indri. (B.N'. 27, L.N, 82, 

March 26, 1827 ). He was the brother of Sudh Singh, the biggest Sikh 
proprietor. 

4. The dispute between the Sikh and Mohammadan co.parceuers was a vary old 

one, coming from the times of Birch who decided that Indri should be divided 

into leparate administrative unite, each Chief being etlowed jurisdiotion in his 

own portion of the town. (B.N. 62, L.N. 164, January 21, 1818, and B.N. 64, 

LL.N. 26 and 189, August 26, 1818, and August 4, 1819). ( See alio, B.N 21, 

L.N. 10. January 22, 1820). 

Obulam Mohy-ud-din Khan did not like the authority whibh tsaa 
aud«ieroiied by Budb Singh, Dan Singh, and other Sikh Sardars in the town. 
mVf.m, L.N. 41, Oaaeuhar 10, 1818). In 1»I8, Ohendhri Daliaw ^Ingb. tha 
head aamindar of Indri. with>i«W from 8n«h OKKIi and Mhar Mxwboldm 

OH Htietfn^ 
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(Oontinutdfrom pagt il70) 

various claims, at the iostigatiou of Qhulam Mohy-ud*din Khao and gave further 
cause of anaoyanoe, the Chaudhri was murdered and Sudb Singh was accused 
of complicity in the murder. Birch recommended a fine of Rs, 2000. Rose in 
1R02 oonfiseated the share of Sudh Singh (B.N. 22. L N. 9, February 12, 1822). 

which was given to the Nawab who had to pay an annual tribute to Govern* 
ment (B.N. 69, L.N. 38. May 2 1821 ....BN- 70, L.N I'i, May 29, 1821. . . . 
and B.N. 70. L.N. 109. March 10. 1826). 

In^the time of Murray. Nihal Singh petitioned Government for the return 
of his brother's forfeited share (B.N. 27, L.N. 116, April 23. L27). Murray 
recommended that the confiscated share of Sudh Singh should be restored to 

Nihal Singh ( B«N. 74, L.N. 105. July 26. 1827). Colebrooke. the Resident, 
enquired of Murray wbat portion of Indri should be restored to the mother and 
brothers of Sudh Singh (B.N. 27, L-N. 211, August 31. 1827 ). Later he asked 
Murray to submit a full report on Indri case ( B.N. 28. L.N. 17. February 21, 
1828). Murray strongly expressed himself in favour of restoring the share of 
Sudh Singh,*wbo had lately died, to his family, os it was held in common by 

his brothers and mother. afaotwhioh as overlooked at the time of oonfis* 

cation (.B.N. 76, L.N. 22, February 24. 1828 ). On September 30. 1818, the 
Resident issued orders that the confiscated share of Sudb Singh should be 
restored to hie relatives and that arbitrators should be appointed with a view 
t j dividing the town equally between the Sikh and Mohammadan co-parceners 
(B.N.-28, L.N. 248). But the confiscated share was held by Ohulam Moby-ud* 
din Khan, who refused to part with it. (B.N 28. LL.N. 82, and 83. April 16 and 
16. 1828). Murray remarked: '‘The conduct of Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Kban 

in'praotising vexatious endeavours to evade the commands of Government in 

the evacuation of place committed only to his trust is very characteristic of his 

attention to all requests which emanate from the local authorities who have 

held charge of this office (B.N. 76. L.N. 229. October 23. 1828) On potober 27 
Colebrooke ordered that the confiscated share of Sudh Singh should be. deliver- 

edat.once by Gbulam Mohy-ud-din Khan (B.N 28. L.N. 286). On December 

29 1828, Murray reported that Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Kban continued adamant 

and was maintaining'.his armed followers in many of the co-parcenary village. 

(B.N. 72. L.N. 266). Writing again. Murray pointed out that both the co-par- 
oeoers possessed equal rights and privileges and recommended that Indri 
should revert to the arrangements prior to the attachment of Sudh Singh's share 
f B, N. 76, L. N. 268, January 11, 1829). 
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.O" October'n, lS31,i Martin, the Resident at Delhi, asked 

erk to repot on the re pr< sentation made by Ghuhim Moby-iid-din 

an regar iDg the affairs ai. Indri and the question at issue between 
iQort pariies-Clerk gave a comprehensive reply on June 12 

■ ^"''■“'ethat the differences existing betw. en the two jar lies 

were reponsible for mal-adrninistration in Indri and showed the 
insufficiency of the modes devised upto then for the better determining 
of ...the relative rights of the parties. 


1 


[Continued from page 271) 

« 

Tt^ougbout the quarrel, Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan had played a 
very sinister part. Writing on July 25, 1827, Murray said that the Kawab 
had been plundering Indri which had become quite desolate, since the 
time he came into the potsession of Sudh Singh's share; he recommended 
on equal oivision which was the only means of restoring tranquillity and 
observed ; ■■ To throw the power into the hands of one to the exclusion 
of the other would give dis-eatisfaction and be......a vitiation oftheproola- 

motion issued in 1809 ” (B,N. 76. L.N. 126). Again he e^reeaed himself 
against Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan w o by his offensive and cruel exaction 
a prove bimself unworthy of any con«ideration ani was not to b© entrusted 
“ with the responsibility o' a con rol which be antecedently never possessed 
and which can <nly be vested in h'm to the annihilati n of all the ancestral 
and acknowledged rights and privileges held by his unioffending oo-shafers in 
common with himself ”. He again recommended an equal division of' the lands 

attached to Indri and its villages, fines, etc. were to be determined by the 

Nawab and the Sikhs in concert or bv their officers. Murray acknowledged 
that the proposed setthment would not meet the selfish views of Ghulam Mohy. 
ud-din hhan and that nothing short of unchecked power and the liberty of 
trampling on the Sikhs snd of paying them what and when he pleases, would 

afiord him the satisfaction he has been se<king ofgtading them to resistance 
and ©vent' ejection from Indri, 


1 . 


2 . 


s 

The word© proved prophetic, as w© would see. 
Martin to Clerk, October 11, 18.31, B.N, L.N. 78. * 
Clerk toFrater, June 12, 1832, B,N.‘78, L.N. 82. ’ ' ' 




S ' 


». s 






♦ » 

Agent to the Governor-General in place of MorUn ainoe 

{Cofliinued on iMxf 
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According to Clerk, the administration of Gliulam Mohy-ud-din 

♦ 

Khan was full of abuses as a result if whiclt tlie people of Indii 
were j/roaning under his rule; the Sikh co-parceners were accusing 
the Nawab of cauaing suffering to the people of the town. Clerk 
said that he had been making earnest efforts to effect some sort 
of amicable arrangement between the two. The Nawab also possessed 
Biana, a considerable village, in the revenues of which the Sikhs of 
Thanesar were co-sharers; Clerk thought that it might afford the 
means cf separating these discordant interests, cculd tie Sikhs be 
induced to [relinquish thtir share of Indri for the possession of 
Biana. The Sikh would not have much objection to the above pro¬ 
posal but Clerk could not prevail on the Nawab to enter earnestly 
on any plan of accommodation that did not carry his supremacy 

over his Sikh co-parceners.^ 

Clerk paid a tribute to the Sikh co-parceners for their utmost 
forbearance under the indignities daily put upon them by the Nawab’s 
indulging his vindictive feelings and great modemtion in their views 
for avoiding further collision with him. He further obseived that 
such conduct seemed to enhance their claim to relief by Govern¬ 
ment to whose peaceable injunctions they had, notwithstanding the 
signal provocation to w'hicb they had been subjected, evinced such 
pfaiseworthj’^ deference.* For the past thiec years, as Clerk pointed 
out, Mohy-ud-din Khan had declined to partake in the collection 


{C<yfiiinued from page 272) 

March 10, 1832. (B.N. 32, L.N. 12, and 13). He was a friend of Ohalam 
Moby.ud-din Khan and always anxious to placate him. This desire led him 
to do many questionable things. 

1. Clerk to Fraser, June 12, 1832, B.N. 78, L.N. 32. 


2 . nnd. 
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oi Indri m the manner prescribed by Murray and a Chaprasi of 
the Agency had to be sent to witness the due division of the 
produce. He always pleaded his ancestral rights of superiority and 
regarded with feelings of jealousy the interest of the Sikhs in 
Indri.i To Clerk, it appeared unaccountable that the Nawab should 
consider the relinquishment of Biana too high a price to pay for 
the exclusive possession of Indri, moreso, when the revenues which 

he derived from the former tallied so nearly with those realized by 
the Sikhs from the latter. Clerk ascribed it to his soured disposi¬ 
tion which did not admit of his viewing this subject in any other 

temper than that of the deepest enmity towards his Sikh co¬ 
parceners.* 

/ 

Fraser sent his reply on November 24, 1832.3 He observed 
‘Tn the Indri case, it appears to me essential to justice that yoii 
should proceed to that pUce and take the deposition on oath of 
as many of the oldest and most respectable inhabitants as are 

likel}^ to state what they know in regard to the matters of dispute, 
viz, the exercise of civil, criminal and fiscal authority in the tow'n 
over the inhabitants and lands.since the introduction of the 


1. Frasers in a demi-official letter suggested nn exchange of territory between 
the two, otherwise tho only alternative was to find out the status of both 
the parties from 1809 to the times of Sudh Singh, (Also see B.N. 32,L.N. 39.) 

2- Mohy-ud-din Klian was even on bad terms with the Sikhs of Thenesftr and 

once made an unprovoked attack on them. As Clerk subsequontlj observed^ 

to Metcalfe that such doings of the Nawab would coirect the impression of 
bis moderation. (B.N. 83, L.N. 88, August 30, 1637), 


3. Fraser to Clerk, B.N. 32, t,N. 109, 
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Sikhs down to Sudh Singh\s expulsion".' Further, he instructed 
Clerk to execute the investigation, without the knowledge of tht' 
parties so that the persons to be examine i should not be schooUd 
or bribed by them. The grea'er mimbrr id credible pei^nis he 
could get ... both Mohinnmadans and Sikhs .. . the better it would 

be. Clerk was to take evidence without letting it bo bruited 
abroad why the people were being summoned. Finally, Fraf-er wrote 

that he had taken core not to hiiit communications of these instruc¬ 
tions to Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan. 


Acting under these instructions, Clerk paid a surprise visit 
to Indri, accompanied by a few horsemen of the Skinner’s'^ Hersc. 

He examined tome people of Indri, picked up at random and also 

took the evidence of three or four oldest inhabitants. But Clerk 
was of the view that the evidence of the latter was not so weighty 
aH that of the former as he did not come upon them so unawares 

as he did on the other. He also went on to say tint the conduct 

of Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan was not go unexceptionable i.s the 
manner of conducting the inquiry. Somehow or other, he hjd an 
inkling of the visit of Clerk. It appeared that the Nawab*s deputy 
at Ambala learnt from Delhi that Clerk was being directed to make 
inquiries in the case by making a personal visit to Indri, inspIte 
of the fact that Fraser had tried to keep his instructions to Clerk 
very confidential. The Vakil at ouce informed his masier who sent 
an order to his Thanedar at Biana to proceed to Indri.^ The 
Thanedar of Biana went to Indri and with the help of the Mussal- 


1. Fraser to Clerk, B N. 32, L.N. 109. 

Sudh Siugh had been expelled frem Indr* in May, 1821. for his share in 
the murder uf Dalmer Singh. 

(B.N. 21, L N. 118, May 31, 18 1), 

2. Clerk to Fraser. November 30, 1832, B.N. 78, L N. 80 

3. Clerk to Faaser, November 30 1832, B.N. 78, L.N. 80. 


[ 276 ] 


chowdhi the principal inhabitants and 

vest.gahon. Murad AH, the Thanedar of Biana, reached Indri jus 
betra ^^^ing; it was he who uticunsciously and unknowingly 

himTo sh TT """ ‘‘"‘J -li^^ted 

he ask d r Tn astonished; 

he asked the Thanedar if his visit to Indri had been expected; 

once many people shouted that Murad Ali had two days previously 
su.nn.oned all the principal people and had them shufupTn thi 

ort and that the Chaprasi of the Agency, on hearing what was 

going on in the fort, had gone there and interrupted them When 

er interrogated the Chaprasi, he confirme’d .the account. Clerk 

strongly cohdemned this type of action of the Nawab’s servants, 

^ ought it had failed to hoodwink liim.i He further remarked on 

“the craft, duplicity and severity” of the Nawab'a servants which 

a been the cause that an investigation could not be held in 

Indri before. The Nawab or his officials must have been afraid 

0 losing their case by the elucidation of some doubtful point in 
the long pending dispute. 



1. In this connection. Clerk remarked: "I am very unwilling tc believe that the 
Nawab could either have suggested or have sanctioned the employment by 

his servanffl of such means for the purpose of neutralizing the precaution 
enjoined by you and so strictly observed by me. The object, which was the 
ability to pronounce and deoide, with rigid juati'oe relative to the claims of 
the parties, by means of oral evidence to bo drawn from the least question¬ 
able and purest sources, while the tendency and aim of the mesaures. with 
which it was attempted to baffle your determination to obtain such testi¬ 
mony deserved to be stigmatised with the worst of terms. That these 
measures failed in a groat degree was perhaps attributable to my observing 

that the same individuals were repeatedly thrust under mv notice and that 
sepoys endeavoured to keep in advance of mo’’. 


It .s very fliffioult. to believe that Ghulam Mohy-ud.din Khan had no 

.«Kl in thi. nefarious scheme to deceive Clerk. He w.s quite unsorupuloua 
and capable of playing such a trick. 
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The Sikhs of Indrill.d tried to show that to the close of 
Sudh Sinfh’s time, the executive was conducted U t. e meeting 
of the Mussalman and Sikh authorities on all occasions hut Clerk 

f.dt!cd that he could not elicit any . x idcncc in its support with 
the exception of a solitary instance.* 


Fraser now decided to take a decisive steji to settle the 
question. Writing n September 29. 1833. Clerk acknowledged the 
receipt of the order of Fraser requiring tlic expulsion of the Sikh 
co-parccners from Indri and in conformity witli the instructions, lu 
directed the Sikhs to le.ve Indri at nc.-.» He also received a com¬ 
munication from Nihal Singh ; the Sikhs wanted to .appeal agains' 

the order of ejection to the Governor Gmeral at Calcutta and demand¬ 
ed a pas.sport for the purpo.<re. They tohl CMerk that they were 
expecting such an order, as Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan, after having 
deprived them of their jurisdiction, would not rest until he had 


driven them out cf Indri. Clerk did not give the passport and 

cdvi.ced them to appeal to Fraser ; any other course he declared 
lo be futile. 


Explaining his position, in a letter dated October 28, 1833, 
respecting the requisition issued by him to the Indri Siklis, Clerk 


1. Clerk to Fraser^ November 30, 1832, B.N, 78. T. N. SO. 

2, Clerk to Fraser, B.N. 7!), L,N, 87. The order of expulsion issued by Fraser 
seeme to be rather inexplicable. Clerk bad spoken very liighly of (he moder- 
Qtion of theSikh co-porconers, Gbulain Mohy-ud-din Khan’s administration was 
not satisfactory and he had tried to throw diist in the eyes of CJork when he 
went to make inquiries at Indri. Tlier© must have been some other cause; it 
was asserted by Nihal Singli in his petition that Fraser and Ghulam Moby- 
ud-din Khan were friends and that the former was trying to help him to 
assume an independent jurisdiction in Indri (B.N. 3o, L.N. 89). That seem* 
to be the only plausible explanation of Fraser's utterly indefensible action 
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said that ihe mistake in the wording of the order'issued by him 
was due to misconception of the intentions of Ghulam Bfoby-tid^in 
Khan ; he also supposed that the instructions of FraSer \frere founded 

on the Nawab's applicatioa.^ He added that the condition limiting 
the exclusion of the Sikhs from Indri. until their angty feelings 
subs-ded, might in fact be considered as excluding them for ever. 

Viewed in this light, the interpretation that Clerk had put upon 
the order :of Fraser could seem to be very appropriate. How- 
ever, he added that he was substituting another order‘which 'he 
would communicate to the Sikhs, only after its approval by him. 


On December 24, 1833, Clerk acKnowledged the receipt of 
Fraser's letter, along with the copy of a letter ^f Ghulam Mohy- 
nd-din Khan to Fraser, complaining that the Sikhs at Indri had 
not left the piece as yet.® In explaining his position, Clerk said 
that he had written a letter to the Indri Sikhs desiring them to 

quit the place. They had not complied with his injunction, not 
as Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan alleged, because he was to blame 
but because of their recalcitrant attitude. He had once again dir- 
ectf'd them to leave Indri but they had refused to leave the place. 
He had not as yet adoptetl any coercive measure which he would 
do when he received specific instructions from Fraser. 


Fraser wrote two letters on January 3, 1834. In the first 

letter, he directed Clerk, if the Nawab so desired, to place one 
of his men at Indri to see that the orders passed by him V?ere 


1» Clerk to Fraser, fi*N. 79, L.N. 182. 

Fiaaer had aoouaed Clerk of iiauing a wrong order to the ladri Sikhs. 
2. Cltrk to Fraser, B.N, 70, L.N. 168. 
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not infringed by ihe Siklis.‘ In Die second letter, he instructed 
Clerk to divide the grain lying in the store at Indri, as also the 
money lying with the bankers or the shop-keepers and give to 
Ghulam Mohy-nd din Khan his share, whether the Sikks agreed to 
accept their share or not.» Clerk offered to divide the grain he 
tween the two but the Nawub objected to the arrangement on.l 
so he had to give directions for its sale.^ Writing again on March 

16, 1834, Clerk pointed* that in view of the in.^tructions of 
Government having invested the Nawab with exclusive jurisdiction 
at Indri, the best thing would bo to ask the Nawab to coerce 
the Sikhs and thus er.forco their removal from that plHce. 

Fraser explained the stand he had taken in regard to the 
Sikhs of Indii. Writing to Clerk on March 21,* 1834, Fraser 
saidj that no orders of his had directed the removal of the long 
resident Sikhs; what he wanted was that the Sikhs, who had 
their homes and families in other villages, should not be allowed 
to frequont the town or visit it in armed parties as they were in 
the habit of doing. But that was not what the Nawab understood 
by the orders of Fraser. On May 12, 1834,‘ Clerk transmitted 

an application from the Vakil of Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan which 


Fraser to Clerk, B.N. 34, L.N. 2. 

. Fraser to Clerk, B.N. 34, L.N. 3. 

It is no wonder that Fraser was suspected of unduly favouring Ghulam 

Moby«ud-diD Khan. 

3. Clerk to Fraser, March 3, 1834, B.N. 80, L.N. 17. 

4. Clerk to Fragex, March 16, 1834, B.N. 80. L N. 24. 

6. Frftger to Clerk. B.N. 34, L.N. 26. 

Clerk to Fraser, B.N. 80, L.N. 60. 



seemed to represent his master’s expectation on this subject to be 
nothing short of their expulsion and adde 1 that he wanted to be 
furnished with specific instructions of March 21, 1834.» The parties 
of armed Sikh?, the former co-parceners or their servants, should 
not be allowed to visit Indri so that the peace of the town might 
not be ei dangered but those Sikhs, who had uninterruptedly resided 
there, should not be mol sted in any way. 

4 

y 

On Oe'ober 25, 1834®, Clerk again wrote that the differences 
of the two co-parceners in Indri were being continually referred to 
him; he was also sending to Fraser a copy of a complaint received 
from the agent of Nihal Singh which showed that there was still 
a possibility of a collision between the two factions. He further 
wrote that the British Government had succeeded to a share in 
the managment of Indri by the death without heirs of the widow 
of Chula Singh that would give the Government a chance “to 
sanction that degree of protection generally of the rights of the 

people, as may relieve them from the misery to which they have 
so long been subjected through the contention of their Sikhs and 
Mohammadan rulers”- 


It was on October 28, 1834, that Fraser once again wrote 
on the subject of Indri.^ He said that from the petition of Nihai 
Singh it was clear that the Sikhs were the aggressor. They had 
cut the grass and were imprisoned by the servants of the Nawab; 
they had a right to half the grass when it was ripe, but they could 
not cut it. He further observed; “The protracted differences of the 
Sikhs and Pathans cannot be wondered at from bitter feelings 


1. Fraser to Clerk, June 9, 1834, B.N. 34, L.N. 39, 

2t Clerk to Fraser. B.N. 80, L.N, 186 
^ Fraier to Clerk, B.N. 34, L.N, 70. 
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which «ch party enter,aine ag.inat the other arrd «henever 
an occaeion of colUaion presents it weU not be neglected bv T. 
Sikh.." The interest of the Nawab wa. to avoid coihsion with 1 
Sikh.. Fraser once ag.in a.ked Clerk to exclude all those 

who were not the inhabitants of the town, requesting him to 
enforce the prohibition strictly.* 


About the l.psed .hare of Chula Singh, Fraser agreei with 
Clerk that it gave them a ground for interfe.ing to a ce tain 
extent in the affairs of Indri. But he also retn.rked; ■•...‘...takin- 
to ourselves all the property and authority cf Chula Singh would 

give us no right to interfere in the ffairs of Indn as we have 

just placed the municipal man -gement in the hands of the Nawab 


to the exclusion of all the Sikhs.... The object in view all along cf 
excluding the Sikhs from Indri has been the good of the people 
in giving them one ruler insteai of m .ny .... Huwevtr. di gruntled 
Nihal Singh mav be with this arrangement he must not be permitted 

to neutralize by his disobedience the rei-ults that are to be ob¬ 
tained”. He also informed Clerk that he was making inq.dries abuut 
the number of Sikh families to be allowed to live in Indri and 
would soon communicate the result to him. Clerk was to it^sue a 
proclamation that only bonnfide resident b, with their families in 
Indri and living there f r a long ime. would be permitted to 
remiin there; all others should remove themselves or they would be 
punished severely The proclamation was also to prohibit armed 
Sikhs or parties of Sikhs of the co-parceners, hostile to Ghulam 
Mohy-ud-din Khan, or their brethren, friends or letuiners from enteiing 




\, Fraser to Clerk, Oetober 28, 1834, 34, L,N. 70. 
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of disregard to ^positive' and* r^ttitediri^iinttrdtas.^ * • ' - 
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,. 2, 1834, Clerk obser^^eS. thpt the delay in 

excluding the Sikhs from Indri had .arisen fronj the difficulty ,in 
disc iminating Ihose who should be excluded from tho^e wno were 
to be allf'wed to remain.^ As Fraser himself was making the 

4 

iilquiry, Cl<-rk was waiting to hear of the result; W0n • as the 
result was communic :ted to him, he would lose tio tiitie'vlfe issuing' 
the prescribed proclamation which he ^ouid enlortje' st^fetliy. 


But the Sikhs of Indri were not silting idle. Nibal Singh 

\ 4 

presertfd a petition to the G*vernor-Gineral in October 1835.® He 
pointed out that Indri had continued under the possession of hik 

ancestors and these of Ghularo Mohy-ud-din Khan as joint 'Chiefs 


I 


1. FiMHr to ri(-rk, Oftober 28, IKH. B.N. 34, L.N,'iO. 


. » 
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The same clay, Fiaser wroti« aiiotber lettcfr to'^Clerk. He »aid that he.lta^ 

advised the sole of groin nt Indri before aflao but-it had not been done. Within 

fittcen cloys aU tie ^ioin lying in-store was to.fe given oyer to tho partly or 

lold by public niicti'^u. Money collected or lying in deposit, should bo dividied 

• 

equally or made over o the persons to whom it belonged; qH tnattors in dii. 
puted oloiros, balances, etc. should be settled without delay. t^j 


f 


It 'flOemed .that Fraser !waB ^tting: lihqrougMjr. 
with things that were going on indri. 


2. Clerk to Fraser, B.N 80, L N. 194. 

% 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, December 22, B K, S5, X H-'89. ' - - —— 

Buehby to Metcalfe, Decemher 12, 1835,3.N. 8$, p. 740. 

Petition of Nihal Singh to the Honourable the GoVemor-dener^ ilejiver* 

\ 

ed on October 6, 1836 (B N 86, p 740—46) In an earlier petition, Nihal Singh 
bod represented hisns^ to have beeiTa fourth eharer in the town of Indri, 


87» LJi, 82, March 88, 1887)« 




bofr Frftser.ithe: late Ageist to the Governor-General, “ from motived 

of friendship^*' to Ghulam Mohj'-ud-din Khan had submitted a report' 
against him to Governm*nt ; acc»rdi:iily ai order was pass d 
directing the judicial atfiirs of ladri to be under the ma[iag---ment 
of Ghulatn Muhy-ud-diii Khan and that tlie Sikhs were to rt ci ive 
one-half of the revenue from the said Xawib. Nihal Singh added 
that he Iiad also appealed to ilie (jovernor at Agra who had diiected 
further investigation into the muter. At this, I'r.iser hi came more 
unkind ” and incited Ghulam M*>liy-ud-din Khan to attack the 
fort of Nihal Singh which he did ; the Sardar escaped at night to 
Allahabad He pathetically remarked that lie harl been deprived of 
his right by Fraser * 

Accordingly. Macnaghten, tl»e Secretary lo thu Government 
of India, wrote to Scott, Secietary, Government of AgraA suggest¬ 
ing a rehearing of th*^ case, could it be done consist* ntly wit i the 
terms of the original order. The order of July 25, 1833, pr^vidid 
for a revision rf the arrangement by which the adminiuration of 
the town of Indri was entrusted to Mohy-ud din Khan, should that 
individual by misconduct in the man igenierit of the trust thus 
reposed ii him show himself unworthy of its further continuance. 

Iila,gnag.hten felt that the petition of Nihal Singh contained “ express 

charges of misconduct *’ against the Nawab and desired the Political 


I • . r. • 

1. Metcalfe to Clerk, December 22, 1835, B.N. 36, L.N. 89. 

• » « 

Metcalfe to Clerk, March 11,1836, B.K. 36, L.N. 18 
Scott t3 Metcalfe, February 27, 1836. B.N. 8 p. 81 

• » 

Matnarhbwl to soott, November 16, 1836, B-N. 9 ^, p. 614^9. 


Ag^nt to report again, on. the case^ So Scot wrote- to MetcalfK who- 
had become the Agent tothe Governor-General. in placie of Fraser, 
assassinated in March 1835.* Metcalfe referred Clerk to the letter 
of Scott, asking him to report whether the conduct of Ghulam 
Mohy-ud-din Khan, had, as alleged by Nihal Singh, been of such 
a nature as to render necessary a revision of the arrangement by 

which the jurisdiction of the town of Indri had been contirmed to 
him”.* 


Clerk sent bis reply on June 21, 1836, in the following 
words®: — 


“ I beg leave to state that the result of the inquiries I have 
made as to the manner in which the Nawab Mohy-ud-din Khan 
has exercised the administration of the town of Indri, entrusted to 

him by the order of July 36, 1833. is that I do not see any 
grounds for confirming the charge against Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan 
of abusing the trust to a degree that renders him unworthy of its 
furth'^r continuance« But I do not expect thit the Sikhs will 
ever be satisfied with the v lidity of the Nawafi's claim to exercise 
the^ superior jurisdiction in Indri or that they will cease to avail 
themselves of the means they possess as co-parceners to have or to 







Fraaor was assaaainated on March 2Z, 1836. <B.N, 86, L.N. 14, March 24, 1836). 

* • 1 

Metcalfe to Olerk, March U, 1833, B.N, 36, L.N. 18. 

Rcofct to Metcalfe, February 27, 1836. B.N. 3\ pi 81. 

* 9 ^ 

Cierk to Metcalfe, B.N. 82. L.N 108. 

♦ ... f 

• 

♦ % 

The earlier letters of 01e>k had omveyed qaito a different imprcsaien. 
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create in the town a party actuated by a spirit quite incompatible 

with the peace of the place or the security of the inhabitants".! 

On September 2, 1836,* Metcalfe once Hgaiu inf-imtd Cl* rk 

that th- Secretary, Agra Government wanted Nihal Singh to sub¬ 
stantiate his charges against Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan before him. 


This long dispute was only solved in 1843, two years after 

the death of Nawab Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan, when Richmond 
was the Agent. The final settlement was concluded by Henry 
Lawrence on the lines recommended by Murray by which an etjual 
division of land had been proposed to be made of Indri and nil 
its villages between the Sikh and Mohammadan co-parceners.* 


1. Clerk to Metcalld, Juno ti, 183G, B N. 82, L N» lOS. 

Clerk further observed: “The appeal which the people of Indri subject to 
the Nawab are, in case of diS'Satisfaction ocnpowered to make to the Political 
Agent, Ambaln, would bo efficacious, had that officer cny jurisdiction in Indri. 
As he has not* tho appeal would, 1 apprehend, bo commonly had rocoui'se to, in 
order to embarass the Nawob by rendering hie authority contemptible In 
some cases where the complaint preferred against, the Nawab might be well 
founded, it would be.difficult to prove to be , so.tho former could in 

many ways baffle oU attempts to ascertain the treatment which individuals... 
may have experienced at his bands 

St Metcalfe to Clerk* September 2, 1836, B.N. 36, L.N. 82. 

Bushby to Metcalfe, August 27, 1836, B.N. 36, p. 286. 

3. Richmond to Hamilton, October 9, 1843, B.N. 158, L.N. 138. 

Kiobmond wrote as follows, forwarding 'a letter from Major Lawrence i 

.a copy of a letter from my assistant Major Lawrence* reporting 

the adjustment of the diffezonoe which for a series of years have existed between 
Uie Pathan and Sikh shares in the town of Indri, causing frequent and trouble* 

{Continue next page) 
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80 II 16 references to Govemment. but more particularly to my preclecessor in 
.The last order passed by Govemment appears to have been in Auizuat 

1836. since wliich appeals from both parties have been frequent but 00 opposite 

in tlieir nature and maintained with so bitter a feeling, that bcarcely a hope 
remained of ever bein^ able to reconcile them, so as effect anything like an 
equitable adjustment of their difTerence* 

% * • 

The settlouiont which. Major Lawrence has now concluded and by which 
the parties have at leui^th agreed to abide appears to have been recommended 
many years ago by Captain Murray and is not merely just in itself but is the 

only one affording a promise of permanent | eaco and seoiuity for the future-' I, 
therefore,have no hesitation in adopting Major Lawrence’s view of the matter 

and submitting the whole for the consi«leration and or ©r of Govemment, trusting 
that the terms of the agreement will be confirmed and their fulfilment en^rced 
as early as possible”. 

* 

KichmonJ was referring here to Murray’s letter of May 4, 1829, addressed 
lo Colebi’jokv. to wiiioh I .have aUcaiy-referred’ 
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Disputes between the British Government and the Protected Princes. 

One variety of disputes ari-^ing in the time of Clerk were 
those in which the British Government and one or the ether of 
the Pro'ected Cis-S tl j Chiels were the two parties involved ThChe 
are dealt with in this Ch pter. The c u-es ol such disputes were 
many. Sometimes the differences arose over a b-und ry line, like 
the w ll-km.wn Bhatti Hariana dispute between P,.tiala and .the 
British Governmet, which dn^gged on fi>r about twenty years and 
causfed much friction. At another time, it wis over the question 
of levying of duties by the states. Occasionally, problems ari>ing 
from the lands, held in Co-parceny, like the villages of Gehar and 

Churpura or the e tate of Lashkar Khan Ki Serai wero responsible 

for this state of affairs. At times a Chief clained a piece of 
territory he d “bythe British like the K arda valley or the Parganas 
cf Bhawar and Jausar claimed by the ruler of Siiniur or the 

Pargana of Singhawa, to which the Kunjpura Chiefs and the Sikhs 
of Kheri laid q claim. An interesting dispute a ose in tlie Hill 

state of Kahlur dr Bd? spur wheie an uh5ucce>sfiil attempt was 

made to plant a sjuricus heir and.cn its f. iJure aievolt fcllowed. 


1. The British dispute with Patiala over Bbatti and Harlana Frontier 
Line. 


\ 



1 




This rem»fttrd-ar oohsian^ a on roe of jealousy -and suspicion 
for many years. The British bad c nquered the districts from the 
Mahra tas and the Bhattis between 1^03 and 1818 bur throujjh 
carelessn* ss or igrorarce they had not dehred the boundaries of 
the Sikh statts adj io ng them. This providtd an opportunity to 
the Sikh Chiefs, espec ally Patiala who tritd to occupy as much of 





% 


the territory as possible, in anticipation of the time when the 

Government would appreciate its value but would find itself too 

'ate to recover it, 

« 

Mr. Fraser, the District officer, had ‘c»U*d the attention of 
Government to the encroachment of Patiala* and the Resident at 
Delhi had repeatedly written to the Political Agent about it.» But 
it was only in 1835 that a serious attempt was made to settle 
the matter when Mr. Beil was appointed to go into the whole 
question thoroughly.* 

Clerk made a mention of it for the first time in 1836* 
Writing to Metcalfe, he stated that Kapur Singh, an agent of 
Patidla, had asked him if he could stop the investigation of the 
disputed boundaries on the Hariana and Bhatti frontier, and that 


1 . Itdonly result had been that, the Raja of Patiala preferred a complaint againat 

that officer (B.N. ly, L.N. 27. February 26, 1617). 

2. Metcalfe to Birch. January 6, 1817, B.N. 19, LL.N. 6 and 7* 

Metcalfe to Birch, February 26, 1817, B.N. 19, L,N, 27. 

Ochterlony to Metcalfe, February 19, 1817, B.N. 19, L.N. 24. 

Meioalfe to Ochterlony. July 6. 1817. B.N. 19. L.N. 87. 

Metoolf, to Ochterlony, Juno 17, 1817, BJJ. 19, L.N. S8. 

Murray to EUiott, Au^mt 18. 1823, B.N. 71, L.N. 1S3. 

In the tinae. of Murray, the Patiala authorities had produced oopiea 

of document • and letters of Perron and Louis Burgoyne and the order of 
Lord Lake to substantiate their claims; 

Murray to EUiott, May 6, 1824, B.N. 72, L.N. 77. 

4 

S. An earlier effort to settle the boundary question was made in liSO also' 
but it was not attended with suooees — Vide The Despatch of the Oourl 
of Direotors. B.N. 38, p. S17—20. 

% • 

CHerkio Ifetoalfe, January 93. 1986, B.N. 89| L.K* 


N 
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he had replii*ii in the negative, adding that, he did not think it 
advisable to do so. So the Patiala authorities, added Clerk, wore 
bent on sending a deputation to Calcutta which might serve to 
retard, if not affect the ceasaiion of inquiries, which Patiala had 
always regarded with much aversion. 

He addressed another letter * to Metcalfe in whic’n he nek- 
nowledged the receipt of the report of Bell on deputation for 

the settlement of the Hnriana frontier; the Raja of Patiala pro¬ 
posed to pay to the British Government n 'nazrana‘ for the 

possession of the Pargana of Fatehabad, Sir^a and Rania and Clerk 
was instructed to communicate with the Patiala authorities. 
Accordingly, Clerk met the Patiala Vakil who made two proposi¬ 
tions on behalf of his master, firstly to pay a ‘ nazrnna ’ and 

secondly that the Parganas should be mortgaged for twenty lakhs 
of rupees, **to be deposited with or lent to the British Govern- 
ment, until such time as the British Government may desire to 
redeem them”. The cession of the Pargana of Hissar was to be 
the *'sine qua non” of the above two proposals, as without that 
Pargana, the Patiala authorities did not consider that they would 
obtain all the territory which, they alleged, belonged to them.* 

Commenting on the Patiala propositions. Clerk observed that 
six years previously, il had been proposed to cede the Parganas 
for twenty lakhs of rupees, which Government had borrowed from 

the Patiala State but then Murray was opposed to the proposal, as 
that would have meant making the life and pioperty of the inhabitants 
of the Parganas, mostly Mohammadans, unsafe. The sch(me had 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, May 3. 1886, B.N. 82, L N. 78. 

2. That was in reply to the inquiry made by Metcalfe in hie letter of March 30. 1836. 

Clerk had been instiuotod to communicate direct with the ruler with a view to 

ascertaining the amount of’nazrana* which he was wiUing to pay for thoto 

diatriotfl* (B.N. 36, L.N. 2B). 
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been also disapproved by Fraser on the same grou'.ds.> 


Metcalfe, replying,* informed Clerk that Government was not 
willing to agree to the cession of the Pargana of Hissar mainly 
because of t e opinion of Murray and Fraser which had been so 
definitely against it, he added that if the Patiala ruler could accept 
the above proviso, only in that case negotiation would be carried. 

On November 8, 1836, Metcalfe forwarded to Clerk a copy 
of a despatch from Secretary Bushby, conveying the orders of the 
Lieutenant-Governor, relating to the long existing boundary dispute; 
a summary of Bell’s report was also given.^ The Lieutenant-Governor 

appreciated [the pains taken by BelF and thought that his pro¬ 
positions should be carried into effect; the Sikh Chiefs ehould be 
asked by Clerk to surrender such parts of territory as they had 
‘unduly* occupied. His Honour further observed: — 


“The British Government is not actuated by a desire to extend 
its dominions. We merely require what we conceive to be justly 
our right?: whnt belonged to Sindhia when we conquered his country 
belongs of right to us. Thus we claim whatever was subject to 

his authority on the Hariana frontier in 1803. We sec no reason whv 

% 

we should allow any other power to usurp cur right. Whatever 
portion of Hariana w'as at that time in the possession of the Sikh 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, May 3, 1830, B.N. 82, L.N. 76 


J. Metcalfe to Clerk, May 11, 1830, B.N. 36, L:N. 38. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, November'S, 1836, B.N. 36, L N. 68. 
Bushby to Metcalfe, October 29, 1836, B-N, 36, p. 371-73. 


4 - 


But the Lieutenant-G ovemor did not Uke the tone of Bell toiraida the ruler of 

Patiala and other Sikh Chiefs as it was "too authoritative and aeenniii^iliU^ 
|ie admitted Hint the conduct of the Cliiefs and the Raja had bean 

nr* ?* 


e . » 




* k * 
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Chiefs we freely yield to them aitd Ia\ no chiiin to it. The principal 
applied to Hariana might not unjustl}' be p^;llmp^ applied to the 
Bhatti country, but we have been moderate. VVe limit our claims to 
the periods in which we introduced our authority finally into the 
several portions of the Bhatti country. What belonged to Futehabad, 
at the time of our final conquest of that Pargma in 1809-10 and 
was not possessed at that time by the Sikh Chiefs, wo claim as 

our own. WTiatever portion of Parguna they possessed at that time, 

they are allowed to retain, without scrutinisij)g back to the right 
established by our first conquest in 1803. In like manner, with 
respect to Sirsa and Rania, we only claim according *to the state 

at our final conquest in 1818. Those principles appear to be not 

only just but liberal and the L’eutenant-Governor cannot understand 
what the Sikh Chiefs can fairly and truly oppose to them. 


Mr. Clerk is to be informed that the principles described 
have been laid down by the Supreme Government and that the 
Lieu enant-Governor sees no reason, after the fullest invesugation, 
to depart fro<n tliem He will therefore urge them as finally de¬ 
termined and conclusive. 


It is not, however, the Lieutenant-GoveriioPs wish or the 
wish of the Supreme Government, to use our superior power to 
obtain anything what is not justly our due. Those principles which 
seem to be indisputible being admitted, the Lieutenant-Governor 
will be willing to take a liberal view of any points tha' may be 
really doubtful. The Agent at .Ambala, therefore, will submit for 

consideration any that may strike him as such and such points my be 
reserved for further orders, but the settlement ot what is clear and un¬ 
desirable cannot be longer delayed. The question is not new to 
the Sikh Chiefs. It has in fact been agitated for more than 
twenty years and what is now after every possible enquiry, insisted 
on by the British Government, is much less than was originally 
ciaim-vd twenty years ago by Mr. Fraser. The delay which has 
occurred f r so long a period is unaccountable but they must have 
been during the whole period aware that the settlement of our 
claims was hanging over them.'' 



J 


9 

The British Government, as would be clear from the above 
instructions of the Lieutenant-Governor, was liberal, and unlike any 
other power, was not abusing its strength to oppress the native 
states ; it was ready to treat their claims with generosity and sympathy. 

Clerk was further instructed to demand rev nue of the surrendered 
place from the date of his demand ; no claim was t > be made for 
the past revenues. His Honour very justly observed : “ we—reg<rd 
this as a self imposed punishment f »r our own neglect in not 
settling our claim earlier*'.^ All the surrendered territory was to be 
placed in charge of Bell who was to be guided by the Commissioner 
at Delhi in .all important matters of adn.i isttation, until a final 
arrangement was made ; Cierk was asked to intr duce the British 
authority "into such parts of the hitherto disputed tract as may 

not be otherwise occupied". Earlier Iso, the instructions had been 
to the same effect.^ 


Government admitted that there would be some difficulty in 
establishing the fact of lossession; where the facts were disputed 
and proofs could not be obtained, the lands were to go with the 
Parganas to which they belonged ; if that could not be ascertained 
and every other reasonable ground of settlement should fail, the 
que&tion was to be settled by compromise or mutual concession and 
if that be found impracticable it wa- to be decided by lot. 


The Raja of Patiala must have had a shock with the orders 
of Govemment were conveyed to him. He refused to acquiesce in 
the inevitable. Clerk informed Metcalfe® that he had delivered to 
Bir Singh and Kapur Singh, the Agents of Patiala, a paper explaining 

fully Government's decision and the sentiments expressed by the 


1 Metcalfe to Clerk, November 8. 1836, B.N, 30, L.N. 98. 
Bushby to Motoalfe. October 29. 1836, B N. 36, p. 371-73. 

2. Soott to MelcftUe, .Inly 11, 1835, B N. 36 p. 381. 







3. Clerk to Motoalfe, December 0, 1836, B.N. 82, L.N. 182. 


I 
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Lieutenant-Governor, North-\V**st Prov nces. Kapur Singh proceedtcl 
to Patiala to consult his master, though Clerk frankly told him 
that any appeal against the decision of the Lieutenant-Governor 
would be of no avail. He also wrote to the Knja that he 
fould not relax the demiuul made under orders from Govemnient 
lur un imraedi ite Bunender of the, lands claimed and that his agency 
in the matter was conlined to such i)oints, as might arise in the 
course of transferring the lands.* 


Metcalfe wrote to Clerk’- that iiosepamte negotiation lelating 
to the dispute would be entered into, ami that he was not to 

stay liis proceedings on re<'elving an intimation from any of tl»e 
Sikh States concerned that a reference had been made to tlie 
Lieutenant-Governor. On January 4, 1837, he forwarded for delivery 

the replies mide by the Lieutenant-Governor, and the Secretary at 
Agra to the Kharitas received from the Maharaja of Patiala.^* 

Clerk wrote to Metcalfe^ that the Raja of Patiala liad 
refer.'^ed hhn to his minister Bir Singh, when he had refused to 
forward certain Kharitas of the Raja. He also added that he had 
met ll e Minister and had sev^*ral conversations with him and had 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, December 9, 183C, B.N. 82- L.N. 182. 

2 . Metcalfe to Clerk, December 12, 1836, B-N, 36, L,N. 101, 

Metcalfe also wrote a letter to the Maharaja of Patiala explaining bow the 
British Government was only anxious to have what it hud conquered from the 
Marhattas in 180i« from the Bhnttis of Fatehabal in 1810 and from theBhatti:^ 
of Siraa and Bania in 1818; oil that was in his possession on the respective 
frontiers at those periods belonged to him (Metcalfe to Raja Karam Singli 
Patiala, Dooember 3, 1830, B. N. 36 p. 402). 

3. .Metcalfe to Clerk, January 4. 1837, B.N. 37. L.N. 1. 

Lieutenaut*Qovernor to Patiala, December 24, 1836, B.N. 36, p. 1. 

Busbby to Patiala, December 24, 1836, B:N: 37, p; 2: 

IheLieutenant-Governor assured Patiula ruler that boundary would be 
.justly defined so that no doubt might arise in future. 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, .limunry 30, 1837, B.N. 83 J..,X. 4. 






strongly adyised him to urge his master to follow the course laid 
down in the orders of the Lieutenant-Governor on this subject. 
From th.^ observations of the Patiala Minister, Clerk concluded 

thfit the Raja of Patiala had an insuperable averflion to 
agree in writins: to- deliver up the villages claimed by Govern¬ 
ment from a belief that his doing so would prejudice the claims 
he proposed to advance to a re-investigaticn of the case. The Patiala 
Minister was also told that the Supreme Government would proceed 
to assume p ssession without delay of what it conceived to be 
its right. Clerk further observed : “ .. i was for him to consider 

whether the apparent reluctance of his master to comply with the 
orders of Government might not generate a show of resistance on 
their pnrt of some of their servants or their subjects on the 
frontier, when the necessary measures to carry into effect these 
orders were being taken. I warned the Sardar that for such conduct, 
whetler authorised or not, the Raja would beheld responsible”. 


There were certain villages which were in possession of other 
Chiefs; all of them were readj^ to comply v\dth Government’s orders. 
The Raja of Nabha, through his agent, Munshi Sahib Singh, inf- rmed 
Clerk that he had issin d orders to the Thanedars to surrender the 
villages claimed by the British Government whenever any authorised 
person would arrive to receive them. But the Chief would be 
appealing to Government for a reconsideration of the whole case. 
With regard to Kaithal, Clerk complained that there was no 
administration wi h which to negotiate on this matter. Gulab Singh 
Sliahid also wroie to Clerk t at he had directed his officials to 
comply with Gov( riinient's requisition, though he was also representing 
his case; other minor Chiefs, although reinonstrating against the 

decision of Goveniinent, had a'so expressed thea willingness to obey 
orders. But Chrk thought that the exegution of the orders of 

Government, affecting the poestsaions of the other Chiefs, ought not 

to precede the attachment of the lands claimed by Patiala, 




have 
in a 


I he shilly-shallying attitude of the Patiala Chief se^ed to 
greatly anuo.\td the British, who concluded that he- waa^^not 
mood to comply with tliu orders of Governuieut. Sq Metcalfe 
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wrote to Clerk to the followinf^ elterl*: — 

“II yoiu further negotiations sliall failerl to induce the 

Haja of Patiala to cede the British terrilorv' whicli he hns occupied 
you will proceed to Patiala and communicate personally with th( 
Raja on the subject arid you are not to cput that place without 
obtaining from the Raj » either order for ( e sur.eiuler of the ands 
which have been demanded or a positive or implied refusal to 
comply with the requisition of tlie British Government. 

You will warn the Kuja that his further resistance to the 
just demand of the British Government may be followed by a wor 
not merely for the British territory that he has occupied but 
possibly for the subjugation of the whole of the Patiala country, 
in consequence of his denial of our right. 

You will at the same time assure him that his acquiescence 
in our demands will in net the slightest degree prejudice his claim 
to further investigation and th t whatever may afterwards appear 
to have been erroneously demanded slndl be returned- wiihotU 

hesitation but tha more than twenty years having passed in 
investigation and being at present persuaded of our right, we can¬ 
not brook more delay and insist on the surrender of the territory 
which appears to belong to us before we can sanction anv further 
investigation." 

In regard to .the cession of the lands occupied by other 

Chiefs, the Lieutenant-Governor did not agree with the view expressed 
by Clerk, Metcalfe writing as follows^: — 

‘*His Honour is of opinion, there is no reason why the 


1 . Metcalfe to Clerk, February 13, 1837, B.N. 37, L.N. 16. 

2. For example, one village, Pirn, was returned to Patiala. ( Cieik to Metcalfe, 
April 3, 1838, B.K. 81, L N. 62, and B.N. 38, L N. 14, March 23, 1838, Metcalfe 

to Clerk). 


9* Metof^lfe to Clerk, February 13, 1837, B.N. 37, L.N. 1C. 
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ces ion of what we demand from the other Chiefs who are willing 
to make it should be delayed on account of the demur of Raja of 
Patiala. You will, therefore, receive the cessions of those who have 


acceded to our demands and will assure them that their ready 

compliance will have the effect of rendering the British Govern¬ 
ment, if possible, more willing to attend to their claims for 
restoration. 


The state of affairs at Kaithal, need not prevent the 
presentation of our demand with an intimation that the neglect of 
it may lead to measures for taking possession of that prinicipality 

It is coicluded that there must be some administration to which 
our demand can be communicated and that may be made to 
understand the possible consequence of n sistance"^. 


Tn the event of a military force being required to introduce 
ihe British authority, Clerk was instructed to approach the Commanding 
officer at Sirhind; it was to be employed in taking posses ion of 
and retaining any British territory claimed from those states. If 

actual resistance were to be offered, than only those places were 

« 

to be occupied with regard to which resistance was not to be 

expected. ' 


MetCiife once again addressed Clerk- a communication in 
which he was asked to consider the actual relinquishment of the 

territory in dispute, so that it might be occupied without resistance 
as equivalent to a formil written surrender, if he found greater 




lletoalfe to Olerkf February 13, 1637. B.N. 37, L.N* 10 
Uetoalfe to Olerk, February 16,1837, B.N. 17, L.N* 16. 


* 
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difficulty in obtaining tha letter than in effecting the former mode 
of cession. Metcalfe further observed; "It is considered that our 
object will be equally attained by tranquil possession in any way 

although the pretensions of the several states c >ncerned to further 

investigation will be diminished for want of full acquiescence in 
the mode of surrender"*. He wrote to Clerk again.® "AUhough it 
is presumed that you have not neglected to urge on the Raja of 
Patiala all the arguments that occur to induce that Chief to 
submit to our demands for the restoration of the British territory, 
yet as the arguments used by you have not been reported, it is 
considered proper to call your attention to those that present 
themselves to the Lieutenant-Governor in order that in your 

conferences with the Raja of Patiala nothing may be omitted that 
is likely to lead that Chief to take a correct view of his own 
interest. 


It will be proper to explain to the Raja that we demand nothing 
but our own. 


If he deny that the territory claimed was conquered by us from 
the Mahrattas or the Bhattis, he is to be informed that we have made 
every possible inquiry and have satisfied ourselves as to the fact, but 

that he may be assured of our readiness to reconsider our decision. 

altkough we cannot submit to further delay. 


He must be aware that the principality of Patiala owes its 
existence to our protection and would, without it, have been entireh 

subjugated by Raja Ranjit Singh, We have exacted no tribute.the 

least we can expect from Patiala is that the Raja will relinquish to us 
what we claim as our own.we entertain no doubt of our right. 


1 

l» Clorfc W&9 askod to furoish a dotailod rdport of his procoodiogs showing th6 
znoasures ho had adoptod to couviqoo the several Chiefs coocerned of the 
expediency of yielding to the demands of the British Government, and also the 
arguments used by them in evading them. 

(B.N 37, L.N. 17). 

a. Metcalfe to Clerk, February 17, 1837, B.N. 37, L.N, 19. 
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Tha injury that may result to himself from his refusal to comply 
with our demands is to be pointed out to him. It is impossible tq say 

what consequences he may not draw down on himself by his protracted 
opposition. The expense alone of any force sent to coerce him would be 
ruinous ; and will no doubt in any. event be charged to him. What more 

the British Government under the influence of displeasure at his resis¬ 
tance may demand cannot be anticipated, but may possibly be what 
would make him deeply repent of his past conduct. At present we ohly 
claim what we conceive to be our own and promise to restore whatever 
may eventually appear to be otherwise. 

These arguments, enlarged upon and placed upon him in various 
points of view, ought to make some impression* He must be very deter¬ 
mined or very infatuated, if they do not convince him that his interest 

requires his s ibmission.we have never relinquished our rights.no 

rights are changed by that encroachment and that in fact the greater 
part of his encroachments l.ave taken place since the question has been 
in dispute between us and are owing to our forbearance,^ in not enforcing 
our rights, until we are fully satisfied of their indisputable existence...... 

although there has been every disposition to view every case of doubt 

with indulgence, he is throwing away the benefits of that feeling bv the 

inclination which he has evinced, to disregard our demands. 


Every endeavour ought to be made to convince him and the rest 
that we will not recede from our demands while they are opposed ; that 
we will certainly enforce them, that the necessity of coercion will bring 
on those who oppose, penalties increasing in proportion to their 
resistance ; and that in every point of view, tiie most beneficial course 
for each and all is ready submission.”* 



1. Patiala waa trying to letUe new villages on the disputed bolder and FrsMr 

asked Clerk to diseuade the Raja and bis offloiale from doing eo. 




Metcalfe to Clerk, February 17. 18S7, B.N. S7, L.N 19. 

(ConnftnfM^ oH 


oi M I rc Tyt u rrai ri aS__ 
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(Continued from page 198) 

On Februrtry 18. 1S;17. .Metcalfe Kern KlmriiMH utlilreBaeU by tie 

Lioulciiant-Ooveinoi to tbe ruler ot Patiala. The Lieutenant-Governor wrtito : 
** I have di'fctel Mr. Clerk to proceed to < atialu and to communiont^' aith 
Your Highness in person on this subject and not to quit you until ha s all 
have received from you either the surrender of the places demanded or un 
assurance of your rolinqiiiahment to them ho that they may be occupied without 
resistance. 

I now proceed to wnrn you »is a friend of the probable consequences of 
further opposition. 

It has already bc^en ray duty to report your inattention to the Suprenie 
Government and I shall havo to execute any orders that I may receive unless in 
the meantime you comply with my requisition. It is possible that the Governor. 

General in Council.may order an army to proceed direct to Patiala to sub¬ 
jugate tho whole of your prioaipality.unless therefore you can conceive that 

you can successfully oppose the arms of the British Government. Your friends 
must feel that the only wise course to be pursued is to yield without delay to 
the demand made on you. 

I understand that you profess to require further investigation. This shall be 
accorded to any extent) after you have complied with our demands. But after 
twenty years of investigation,^during which you UiVe every opportunity of 

producing evidence and availed yourself of it to the utmost of your desire. 

we cannot submit to further deiay on the plea of further investigation. You 
may, however, be assured that after submission to o\ir demand, any territory 
that may be found on further investigation to have been erroneously required 
shall be cheerfully restored. 

1 entreat you not'to expose your House and dtate to the probability 
of utter ruin by further delay .. .. • 

\etcBlfe to Clerk, February 18, 1837, B.N. 37, L.N. 20. 

Lieutenant-Governor to Patialu, February 9, 1837, B.N. 37, p. 5o-56. 

Tho Governor-General also wrote to tho Kaju ot Patiala, as follows :— 

** 1 regret to find by a communication from the Lieutenant-Governor 

that you hesitate to yield obedience to the requisition which has been made for 
the surrender to our officers of the viUageB in dispute.you must b* 

{pontinued on next page) 
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These letters must have convinced Maharaja Karam Singh that 
the British Government was not in a mood to be trifled with, for he 
started complying with the orders of Government, Clerk informing 
Metcalfe that the Raja had agreed to surr.mler the ‘ Nili * territory which 
was being made over to the Political Agent, Bhatti District,^ Clerk 
further observed : “ It is superfluous to add that the assurances.that 

the Raja's ministers were directed to convey to me of the ready compli¬ 
ance with the orders of Government previously intended were never 
made to me. At the same tim', I believe the Patiala authorities have 
not entertained any idea of offering open resistance to the execution of 
the orders, although it has not hitherto been much in their contemplation 
to declare formally or even to intimate their compliance with them I 
believe they expected the written remonstrance the Lieutenant-Guver- 
n r addressed for the third time would at least lead to a r newed dis¬ 
cussion regarding dates of occupition and thus avert for a s-ason or 


{Continuedfrom page 299} 

satisfied with the B'itish Government of it» scrnpulons regard for justice. 

it cannot prevent nrw vioUbion of its twa .1 warn you in the most 

Bolanan m noer to avert from yourself the displeasure of the Paramount power 
by inatondy complying witn the requisitions which you have received from the 
eurrender of the disputed tract. By so doing you will nob compromise any 
claims which you may ba hereafter found to possess, but by persisting in 

* * X 

diaobedience the consequences may be fatal not only to those claims, but to 
your very existence as an independent Chief.*' 

Metcalfe to Clerk, March i8 , 1837, B. N. j7, L. N. 30, 

4 

4 , 

Kharita from the Governor-General, Lord Auckland to the Raja of 
Patiala, and a letter from His Lordship to the Raja—February 24, 1837, B. N. 
37, p. 83. * 

1 . Clerk to Metcalfe, February 18, 1837, B N. 83, L. N. 6. 

The * Nili ’ was the laud situated low down on the river Qhaggar which 

was called • Nala ’ or * Nila ’ by the Sikhs ( B N. 37, L. N. 40, April l«, 1837, 
and B, N. 88 L. N 17, April 30. 1837 ) 






diore the execution of any decisive measures in conformity to the latr 
decision.”^ 


Metcalfe* directed ihai Llerk would lepori whm the terntury, u 
be resumed by G vernment, had been occupUd : tlie eas’crn poruon o1 
the surrendered territoy wqb to be annexed t Hariana and ti e westen, 
• one to the Bhatti district. 


Clerk repli'-d® giving the number of the villages claimed by the 
British Government from the C iefs. He aho wrote that on the 4th 
inslant, the officers reported to him that il3 ^dllagosout of 1*22 vill.iges 
on the Hariana frontier bad been transferred to the Collector in Huriina 
togetlier with four dependent villages not included in tue list ; 9 villages 


1. The Raja of Patiala sent Kharitas to the Qovernor*General and tlio Lieuten»it)t- 

Governor intimating that he had given up the places on the Hariana frontier, 
adjudged to belong to the British Government. Lord Auckland expro3se<l hi^ 
grntifica'ion at tho news and gave the Raja to un4 rstand that the Lieutenant 
Governor would give his best attention to ony r^jiponable ol>jeo'i<u» ihat h<- 

might urge though he was not willing to re*open the whole question, as wa*- 
the wish of the Raja. His Lordship observed : “ It gratifies mo to find that 
you ha' e completely conformed to the requisitions of the British Government. 
I think it necessary to undeceive you os to my intention with regard to thr 
lands surrendered us you appear to have altogether mistaken my meaning. A 
long full and laborious investigation has been conducted into the question and 
I certainly never meant to encourage the revivol in all its parts of tho 
controversy.” 

Metcalfe to Clerk, August 7, i837, B. N. 37, L. N. 73. 

Auckland to Karam Singh of Patiala, June?6, 183/, B. N. p. 2.14. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, March 18, 1837, B. N. 37, L. N. 29. 

3 Clerk to Metcalfe, April 30, 1837. B. N 83, L. N. 17. 

The total number of villages involved was 2^8 Metcalfe made a summary 
of Bell’s voluminous r''port which was discribed as very clear and satisfactory 
by the Lieutenant-Governor. The following observations were made by Bell: — 

{CofUinued ofi ntxi page) 



yet remained to be discovered and Clerk was writing to Bell for further 
information. 33 villages, apparently ‘Dakhli* or dependent, not comprised 
m the list, were considered as belonging to the British Government, 

though Patiala denied the right of the British Government; 25 villages 

claimed from Patiala on the frontier of Fatehabad had been tran¬ 
sferred to the British control. On the frontier of Sirea, out of 
14 villages claimed from Patiala, 12 had been transferred; the 


{Continued from page 30 i) 

The decision of the Hariana boundary was to be framed with reference 
to tl.e status of ISOS. Those lands which were in the possession cf the Sikh 
Chiefs at that period were to remain witn them and those held by the officers 
of the Sindhia to be considered the property of the British Government. In 
Fatehabad, the British Government was to bo guided by the basis of 
possession in 1809 and in the like manner, Sirsa and Rania, when the Parganas 
were annexed to British territory in 1818. Hariana oomprisd 19 districts which 
fell to the Wahrattas at the defeat of George Thomas. Thirteen districts 
including Fatehabad. Sirsa and Rania had been placed under the immediate 
control of the officeis appointed by the Sindhia and with the exception of 
Bhatner subsequently annexed to the British domains; Saffedon and Dhatrat 

had been trmsferr.d to Raja Bhag Singh of Jind. The territo.ies which remain, 
efl in dispute were, os follows :_ 


(a) Ka>,ohan It comprised 16 villages and was originally in possessior 
of Patiala: George Thomas in 1798 wrested-it and he in turn . xvas ejected bj 

Louis Burgoyne; Kassohan was then assigned to Bhai Lai Singh’.cf Kaithal but 

he transferred it to Patiala with whom it had remained ever since. The righi 
of the Rnjo of Patiala was acknowledged in the ease of Kassohan. 

(b) Ooukpur Taatug. It consisted of 15 villages- It had been wrested 
fre m George Thomas by Louis Burgoyne and on the over-throw cf Sindhia'. 
power had been taken possession of by the British. It was granted to three 
different Chiefe but was ultimately annexed in 1809 to British dominions 

Cop es of four letters were produced by the Raja of Patiala in support of hi. 

(oj 0/BodsifcH U was taken from Patiala by George Thomai in 
1798 and granted by Louis Burgoyne to Bhal Lai Singh of Kaithal. It was 

(CorUinued on nezt page 
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reixi'uning 2 were not discovered. On the front'er of Raiiia, 76^( 
villages had been transferr-^d from the control of Pniiala to that 
of the British. Captain Thoresby had taken charge of those 
villages; there was doubt about the identity of 4 villages on this 


{Continued from page 3 ^ 2 ) 

restored to Patiala in 1802. The claiin ot Patiala to Badeikn wue Hck- 
□otrledged. 

(d) F->rt of Kanhouri. It originally belonged to Knitbrtl. It was wreated by 
Thomas and garrisonel for some time by Patiala but had been re.annexed to 
Knithnl before 1803. The right of Kaithal was odmittod 

(e) Ismailpur cum Sohana. There were at first oidv 11 eetote." but 
now the number had increased to 122- Between ITSO-HTS, these districtfl were 
ovor-rim by Sikh or Bhatti plunderers* From 1778 to 1782, they were occupied 
by the troops of Baja Amar Singh of Patiala, From 1708 to 1802. Vohona was 
garrisoned by Thomas. From 1802 to 1803, the territory was in Gencrul 

Perron's pcsses^ion, and ought to have ferraed a part of the company's terri¬ 
tory from 1803. Ths Baja of Patiala had not the poseossion of the territory at 
the time the Sindhia was over thrown. The Raja did not obtain t oo pcssee.s. 
aion of 11 villages until 1809. Bell had recommended the annexation ol all 
lands now in p ssesaion of tbe Uuja of Patiala to the South arxl \\ est of a 
irontier lino from Bohia to Kaasohan which constituted the Sikh boundary 
between 1803 and 1809. 

(f) Fatehabad. In 1774, Baja Amar Singh of Patiala conquered the 

Parganas of F«tehabad, Rania and Sirea retaining them for himselff Ho gave 
some villages to Nabba and Kaithal. Patiala end Kuitha) were in possession 
until 1783 when there was a famine. In 1784, the Baattis re-posseesed them¬ 
selves of the territory and retained it until 1811, two years after the annexation 
ef Fatehabad by tbe British. Tb« claim of tbe Sikh Chiets was founded on 
oonquestof 1774 but from 1783 to 1811 they had not held the district. Fateh- 
abad was declared to be British territory, and 25 villages from Patiala and 
21 from Kaithal.48 in all.were to revert to tbe British Government- 

(g) Sirsa. It comprised 27 villages of which Paohiari was taken posses¬ 
sion of in 1812 by Nabha; three villages were possessed by Patiala. These four 
were to be retained by them The remaining 23 villages... 14 belonging to 
Patiala, 3 to Kabha and 6 to Kaithal . . . which were in possession of t o 
Bhattis in 1818, were to revert to the British. All these villages had been 
settled after 1818. the date of subj otion to British Government. 

{Continued on next page) 
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frohtier.' On the frontier of Fatehabad, 21 villages claimed ‘from 


{Continued from page 303) 


(h) Rania. It was of considerable size consisting of 109 inhabited 
vtllages of which Patiala possessed 77. Kaithal 6, Nabha 2. Jumba 3, ArnowU 

6 and Dharadpur 6. The claims of the present possessors were founded on tbe 
right of cenquest during 1772-74 by the Sikhs under Raja Amar Singh of 
Patiala. He died in 1781 when the Bhattis readily seized the first opportu- 
nity to recover the greater portion of the territory and aided by the dis-union 
among the several Sikh Chiefs and the famine of 1783 finally succeeded in 

expelling the Sikhs from Rania. The claim of the Sikh Chiefs was Umited to 

the possession of the territory for a period o. eleven years from 1772 to 1783. 

From 1783 to 1821 three years after the annexation of Bhatti districts to 

British territory, the Sikh Chiefs possessed no lands within Rania So it was 
to belong to the British. 

(B. N. 36, L. N 98. November 8. 1835,—Summary of Bell’a Report, B. N. 
'^6' P* *^74a*81). 


1. Clerk tJ Metcalfe, April 30. 1837. B. N, 83, L. N. 17, 

The list of the villages claimed was as follows:— 


Krom 


Patiala on the frontier of r^rgana Hariana. 
Patiala on the frontier of Pargana Fetehabad. 

Patiala on the frontier of Pargana Siraa 14 and 

Rania TdJ 

Kaithal on the frontier of Pargana Fetehabad. 
Kaithal on the frontier of Pargana Sirsa 6, and 

Rania 4^. 

Nabha on the frontier of Pargana Sirsa 3. and 

Kania 2. 

Gulab Singh Shahid frontier of Pargana Rania. 
Arnowli on the frontier of Pargana liinia. 
Jumba on the frontier of Pargana Rania. 

Total 


Number. 

122 


26 

90i 


21 


lOj 


6 

^3 

13 

298 

* * f 

11*1^ s 1 ♦>» teTfO#. 


Apparently, the .Dakhli’ or dependent vllW^i ir'ot in 

Again, Clerk does not inolude in this list 6 villa'goa Sooupied 'bV DhwildD 
The number given by the Court ofDireotore wai 236' i/3.'from piurfi 1m 

'Zg sot"''’ * Other-Chief, 

(B. N. 38, L. N. 42) 
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K^iithal had been transferred to the control of Captain Thoresby, 
B villages . on the frontier of Sir^a, in the possession of Kaithal, 
hhd been transferred; 3 villages and one-third of another village, 
on the frontier of Rania, hnd been received from Kaithal; a fourth 
village on the Rania frontier had not yet been traced. 

Of the 3 villages claimed from Nibha on the frontier of 

3irsa, 2 had been transferred to the British control; for the third 

village on the same frontier, Clerk had written to the Raja of 

Mabha. Of the 2 villages claimed from Nabha, on the Rania 

frontier, one had been made over to Captain Thoresby while the 
other had not been yet discovered. Clerk was addressing a letter 

to the ruler for that purp^se.^ S x villages claimed from Gulab 

Singh Shahid hid been transferred with the exception of one for 

which he had written to the Shahid Chief, Five villages and one- 

third of another village, claimed from the Bhai of Arnowli had 

also been tranferred; thirteen villages claimed from the Jumba 

Chief, had also been handed ever to Government with the addition 

of one 'Dakhli' or dependent village. 


Metcalfe wrote to Clerk* in May 1837 that he was to receive 
and discuss any objection which might be urged by the Raja of 
Patiala or any other Chief, in the event of the whole of the 
territory having been made to the British Government.® He was 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe. April 30, 1837, B.N. 83, L.N. 17, 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, May 29. J837, B.N. 37. L N. 49. 

Metcalfe forwarded a letter of Lieutenant-Governor to Patiala, dated 
May 20, 1837 p. 150B 

3. The British weie very anxious to put an end to this long controversy and en¬ 
force principles enunoiated by Bell in bis report. Bell’s view was that they 
should be rigidly enforced and that any deviation from these principles would 
only be attended with misohievous consequences. He bad eulded: **It will 
involve an unnecessary sacrifice of our just right , tend to encourage future 
aggressions, under the demarcation of a well defined' boundary still more 
difficult and consequently lead to immediate disputes between the adjacent 
villages of the two territories" 
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not to pay any heed to unreasonable objection^; only those * objec- 

♦ ♦ 

tions were to be submitted by hi a to Goverament Nvhich might 
appear to him well-founded. Metcalfe once aghih ^asked' to 

discourage “the revival of vexatious controversy on pb'ihts of'detail, 
which may be considered as having been corhpletely settligd^'^ ’ by 
notorious facts and the mass of evidence that has been recorded**. 
Finally, he directed him to reportwhether all the territory on 
the Hariana or Bhatti frontier, included in Bell's award, had been 
occupied, so that all future disputes might be avoided. 


C’erk in reply* requested Mettfalfe to ptovide him with a 
copy of Bell's map to enable him, in some instances re^p^ting 

lands not specified in the list of villages claimed, to determine to 

which side such lands were to appertain. ‘ 

. 

t ''ill 

In August 1837, Metcalfe addresed six letters to Clerkj in which 
he was asked to adopt immediate measures to ensure a complete cession 
of the tract in question,^ as Patiala and other Sikh Chiefs were adopting 
dilatory tactics. 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 1. 18;(7, B. N. 83, L. N, 26. 

'1. Metcalfe to Clerk, August 12, 1837, B.N. 27, L.N. 76. 
Thoresby to Metcalfe, August 9, 1837, p. 242 <44. 
Metcalfe to Clerk, August 14, 1837, B.N. 37,1/*N. 77. 


Thoresby to Metcalfe, August 10, 1837; B.N. 37, p. 246.47. 


Metcalfe to Clerk, August IS, 1837. B.N. 37, Ii«N.78. 




Thoresby to Metoalfe, August 4, 1837, B.N. p 
Metoalfe to Clerk. Auguet SO, ISST. BiK. ST. UNS 9$', 




(Metoalfe to Glerl? August 31, 1837, , 




■t r 




•> , 






oi; 


!■ 




In September, Clerk informed Metcalfe that 41 villages luicl 
not yet been transferred . on tie Haiiann frontier ond 12 or 

the Bhatti frontier.* He hfld written lu ihc Rajit of Vatiala but hud 

received no reply. However, he had received a ines:>age that the 

ministers of Patiala would be waiting on him, though they liad not 

yet arrived. Ho had heard that the Patiala authorities were waiting 
to hear from the Vakils at Agra and Calcutta, before comphing with 
the requisition of Government. 


On September 11,“ Metcalfe once aj:ain addressed Chrk on the 
necessity of his adopting early and decisive measures to effect a 
complete cession of the tract in question. On September 22.^ he wrote 
that it was not clear whether the villages, said to have been surrendered 

by Patiala, embraced the whole tract and observed that if a complete 


Continued from page S06) 


Tboroaby to Metcalfe, August 28, 1837 N. 37, p. 294*9*'). 


Metcalfe to Clerk, September 4, 1837, B. N. 37, L. N. 8o 
Scott to Metcalfe, August 26. 1837. H. N. 37, p. 297. 


The mein burden of Thoresby’s letters was the reluctance of the local 
Potiala offioiaU like Thonedars and Tabsildars to surrender the vdlages, 
assigned to the British Government. Jn this connection, twelve vdlages 

figured prominently in iliscussion with the ruler ol Patiala. 


Scott wrote to Metcalfe that he. Clerk and Thoreaby ought each to have 

a copy of Bell’s report; the two latter were to take possession of the places, 

included wilhia the boundary line; if any hostile collision was expected, 
Clerk shouhl be approached to demand their surrender from the parties 

concerned- 


1. Clerk to MeicaKc. September 6. 1 37. B. N. 83. L- N- 42' 

» . 

2 Metcalfe to Clerk. September 1 . 1837, B N. 37. b. N. 88. 

Thoresby to Metcalfe, September 7, 1837 B. N 37, L. N. 88. p. 307-6 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, B. N, 37, L. N. 91. 



cession had been made, the Superintendent of the Bhatti district and 

the Collector of Hariana would have informed Government to that 

effect. Clerk was again requested to urge upon the Raja of Patiala 

the necessity for a full and immediate compliar.ce with Gr.veri.mr nt’s 

orders. Thus the attitude of the Raja was not very helpful. He was 

doing his best on various pleas and pretextE to avoid the transfer of 
as much of the disputed tract as possible. In his defence, it could be 

said that he had been occupying the tract for about twenty years and 

he genuinely believed that the Biitish would not take any notice of 
his encroachment. 


In February 1838,* Metcalfe instructed Clerk to ask the 
Raja of Patiala to co nply without delay with Brown’s requi itioii 
or an ‘ exparte ’ demarcation would be made. The Raja thought 
that he might be able to prevail upon the Supreme Government, 
by a personal interview with Lord Auckland, the Governor-General] 

to renounce some of its claims. Bui even this move was not 
successful becauie the Governor-General expressed his inability lo 

comply with the Raja’s request to be allowed to visit him at 
Simla.* 



1. Metoalfe to Clerk, Februarp 27. 1838, B. N. 38, L. N. 10. 

Brown to Metoiife, February 12. 1838, B. N. 38. P, 31-32. 

Brown was the Colleotor of the Wes era Division and ho wanted to settle 
the boundaries of 18 villaaos in the disputed territory in Haiiana. Inspite’of his 
best effort, be could not prevail on the ruler of Patiala to send his agent to 
enable bim to arrive at a decision. Aa Brown stated to Metoalfe :<•! apprehend 

that the Raja’s disinclination to have the boundaries adjusted arises from a 
feeling that bis doing so will be tantamount to a tnoit acknowledgment on his 

part of onr title to then, a poh.t which his advisors persist in assuming to be 
still under eats,deration - He aded .Motcalte to take necessary steps to 
secure the demarcation or permit him to proceed to an exparte demaroetion 


2 . 


& 


Metoalfe to Clerk, May, 31. 1838, B. N. 38, L. N. 24. 

Lor.l Auckland explained to the ruler why he could not receive him, 
(B. N. 38, p 123, May 18, 1838} J 

ifC 
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The threat of 'exparte* procpcHinf^s somewhat impresspcl the 
Raja, for writing on June ,7J Clerk reported tlnit the Raja l,ad 

at length deputed one of his nnnislers, Bir Singii, to discuss the grounds 
on which (he Rriiisli Goverment hatl tak( n possession of the tracts of 
the country of the Northern borders of Harian;» and Bhatii. Bit Singh 
wanted to obtain a translation of Bell’s report. Ch rk was of the opinion 
that when the minister would be in possession of the grounds of 
BelBs decision, it would greatly facilitate the investigation proposed 
to be held. 

Metcalfe asked Clerk, in July, to call upon tlie Chiefs of Patiala 
and Nabha to depute their agents to remain in attendance on Captain 
Ros«, the Superintendent of Bha'ti territory.^ Tliat meant that the 
Patiala Chief had not sent an agent to Ross, to settle tiie disp .te; though 
he was being repeatedly asked to do so. Meriting again m August,^ 


1. clerk to Metcalfe, B* N. 83, L. N. 70. 

2 Metcalfe to Clerk, July 23* 1838, B. N, o8, L. N. 38. 

Rose to Metcalfe, July 2(i, 1838, B* N. 38, p. 202. 

3. Mercaife to Clerk, August 3, 1838, B. N. 39, L. N. 42, 

Met caife also forwarded a debpatch from Macnnghten who sent a long 
extract from H defputch of tl.e Court of Direrrtors diited February 13, 1838 
relative to the resumption < f hinds on the disputed frontier. 

. (B. N. 38, p, 210, July 28. 1838). 

The extract wh ch gives u lucid and impnitial sutuiuury of the (as<- was. 
as follows :— 

“ This qu* St ion has been iiorniully under investigation for upwards of 
20 years during which period its settlement has bten delayed partly by the 
evasive proceedings of the Kaja of Patiala and psrtly by the »-i\i8ion of the 
attention of Government to other subjects. During the interval, the Raja’s 
officers have established a great number of new villages in the fiisputed 
territories. 


(Continued on next p igc) 
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Metcalfe called upon Clerk to report ** if* any further proceedings had 
t oen Iield relative to the resumption of the British Governpient of 

from Patiala and if not the cause of delay whether arising " fiom the 
neglect or pervers- ness of the Patiala agents or from any uncontrollable 
circumstances on our t art.*’ 


(Continued from page 309) 


In 1830, ft very noinuto investigation of the frontier questions at issue 
with Patia a and other Sikh States was efftctedby Mr. Brown, but no proceed* 
ings took place in consequence. In 1835, Mr. Ross Bell w-is deputed to the 
frontier to complete the inquiry and a principle was laid down by which all 
the points in «lispute wore to be determined. This principle was the state of 

ac ual possession at the time when the dislricis. came under our dominion 

by conquest. ....two further questions arose. First, whether districts not 
actiirtUy in the hands of the Sikhs at the period in question, but which they 

allege that the then possessor (General Perron) had promised to deliver to 
them, shell be considered to have been then in their possession or not. It has 

been decided that they shall not. Secondly, on which side the burthen shall 
lieo proving actual possession. It has been decided that this burthen must 
rest with the Sikhs.Both these questions have thus been decided in our 


own favour 


but yet we think the rights which those decisions assert, should 


not be strained to the utmost.The case is altogether a case for oompromiae 

and we much regret that the contumacious spirit of the Raja of Patiala who 


has done his utmost to throw obstacles in the way of inquiry, has i resented 


the matter from being adjusted in that manner.an award has been pwed 

adjudging to ourselves 230 1/3 villages possessed by Patiala.you have found 

it uocessa-^y to enforce your demand upon the Raja of Patiale for the surrender 
of the villaiios by a ihreat of marching a military force to hia capital... . * . ” 


Under these circumstances, the Court d«eired the Governor-General to 
lalvc a generous view, for it observed - We are desirous not only that 

tha Raja’s equitable claims should be respected, but that unle^ «by continued 


c ntumacy. he shaU have forfeited aU title to indulgence, a li eral consideration 
should also bo shown to t.ho disappointment which he must experience at 
losing the valuable possessions which he has created out of a desert and the 
same observation applies to other Chiefs in a etill greater degree beoauS^ they 

hnvenot shdwu the same oontumaoy »»««««« 

(B. N. 3Sf p. 217-20, dated February 13, No. U ot 1838). 

The spirt of candour and liberality distinguishing the despatch ^Wea 

a 

to be commended. 




,ervea''-.r. 




>■ 
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However, an accredited representative was sent by Paliula, as 
replying to the above letter, Clerk observed : that the Haja of Pa ialii, 
though authorised by tho Kharita addressed to him by me Govtrnor- 
Geneial as early as May 2d, 1837, to depute his agents to Ambala, in 
order to a rehearing of his claims to the territory on the borders cl 
Mariana and the Bhatti country, had only deputed an agent for such 
purpose on the yth of JuneA The lirst proposition of tlic agent hod 
bt en to get a translation of lielTs report and otlicr English documents. 
Clerk added that the translations would take ^ome tin c , after that, lie 
would personally go with the agent to the country in which the lands in 
dispute were situated and settle the whole question. 

The first qu stion to be settled was that relating to the ‘ Kili ’ 

lands. In October.-Macnaghten authorised Clerk to furnish the Raja 
of Patiala with a copy of Bell’s report in the case of the Nili villages. 
Writing a few months latcr.^ Metcalfe sought from Clerk information 
with respect to the progress made by the agen's of Ihitiala state in 
bringing to a close the long disputed (luestion of the Nili tracts. He 
wrote that the period fixed by the Governor-General for receiving 
arguments in refutation of Bell’s report had long since elapsed and tiiat 
he should submit the result of his farther conferences with the Paiiabi 

agents as eaily as possible. 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, Au^iust 9, 1838, B. N. 83, L. N. 79. 

2. Mkcnaghtcn to Clerk, October 13, 1^38, B N. 38, L- N. *>9. 

The Raja was given 4 months to put bis claim for the Nili vdlapes Macmighten 

also forwarded copies of correspondence exchanged between Supreme Govern¬ 
ment and Baja of Petiala (p. 310.12). In the final decision, noclangowas 
made by the Supreme Government (B. N. 127, L. N. 83, November 12, 184' ) ; 
a little later, Metcalfe asked Clerk about the result of hie negoiiationa with the 
Chief of Patiala and other Sikh States for the cession of certoin estates in that 

region. (B. N. L. N. 48. January 27, 1841). 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk', August 31, 1839; B. N. o9, L, N. 44* 
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CJerk, in a letter to Maddock,' Secretary at Calcutta, stated 
that he had reminded the Raja of Patiala of Grovernment’s orders, 
when the period of two months, allowed to him, to prepare a settle¬ 
ment of his objecbioas to Ball's decision of the Nili case, was about 
to expire. But the Raja requested still more time, urging that 
the purty whom he had employed to translate Bell's report had been 
very dilatory; and that in order not to exceel thi timt^ limit and 
to show his dilig nee, the Raja had forwarded a portion of his 
replies which Clerk was transmitting. The Raja had assured Clerk 
that he was preparing the remainder of his objections with every 
pos ible degree of expedition consistent with the importance of the 
subject. Clerk concluded by saying that he was trunsmitting the 
replies of Patiala at once “ as it may enable Government to form some 
judgment of the degree of consideration which the arguments of the Raja 
seem likely to deserve.* ^ 


1 Clerk to Maddock. August 27, 18^19, B. N. 83, L. N. 126. 

2. One letter of the Raja, dated February 26, 18tl, illuatrate^ his attitude. He 
wrote, as follows :— 


“I received your letter recommending me not to prolong the disoustion 

in the Nill case and to give a brief reply. The explanationa and arguments 

offered at some length were intended merely to prove my right and not in 

any way to give unnecessary trouble. I am prepared to occupy the villages 

proposed to be made over to me out of my hereditary territories of NUi, 
according to Mr. J. Conolly's ( rest of the sentenoe missing ) of the villages 

of that district in which i have an equal claim will also be acknowledged. 

Any right to the rest of the villages in the district is equally well established 


and the doubts of the British Qovernmenb can easily be removed by my 

agent.Any consent to the oooupation of the villages proposed to ,be given 

up should not be considered as silencing or abolishing my olaima to the rest 

of ibe district was preventing me from appealing to the juatioe of a dovern* 
ment which has never yet permitted that anyone should be unjuatly 

subjected to loss.I beg therefore to request your reoommendation to 

British Qovernmeat of the aoknowledgment of my just olaima to thq«,remaiaiDg 
villages’* B. N. 82, last two pages (pot enumerated). 

If that was the attitude of Raja of Patiala jn 184^1.,jnfy ^1 
imagine his tenacity in 1880. 
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Maddock replied ' that on condition that no unnecessary delay 
took place in completing the reply of the Raja of Patiala to the argu¬ 
ments of Bell, the Governor-General would be willing to admit it to be 
laid before him. It was loft to Clerk's discretion " to determine and 
to communicate to the Raja, some not remote date after which he 
would not be authorised to receive any further papers from him 

connected with his replies.* 


In 1840, Clerk was once again instructed to tackle the problem 
of Bhatti-Hariana frontier.* 


1. Maddock to Clerk, September 2. 1839, B. N. 39, L. N. 46. 

2. The Sapreme Government approved the decision of the Lieutenant-Governor 
in the Patiala — Nili dispute and refused to make any change in it. (Unfor¬ 
tunately, no details are available). 

Thomason to Clerk, November 12, 1840, B. N. 127, L. N. 85. 

Torrens to Thomason, October 19, 1840, B, N. 127, p. 272. 

Sdwardes to Clerk, June 3, 1841, B. N. 128, L. N. 90. 

Maddock to Thoroaaon, May tO, 1841, B,. N. 128, p. 281. 

3. Clerk was asked to negotiate with rulers of Lahore, Bahawalpur and Bikaner 
for their aid in survey and adjustment of boundaries in the Bhatti territory. 

The task proved to be equally baffling as would be clear from the following 

despatches:— 

Thomason wrote : ** As the basis on which this boundary with the 
Protected Sikh States has been fixed by the resolution of 0th August last. 
His Honour hopes that no further obstacle will be opposed to the final closing 
of this long pending question.’* Clerk was asked to point out to the ruler of 
I^ahore and Bahawalpur that any further “contumacious refusal” to aid the sur¬ 
vey would debar them from the benefit of any favour the Government might 

otherwise be disposed to extend to them.’* If their agents refused to turn up. 
the revenue authorities had been instructed to make off such boundaries on 
the best evidence procurable”; no objections on the score of their non- 
attendance would be regarded. So they were to be asked to depute their 
figents (B. N- 127, L. N. 36, September 14, 1840). 

^ ^ ’ iponiinuei onnext fa^p) 



[ 814 ] 


A few months !ater,» Thomason, Secretary to the Govern- 
ment of North-West Provinces, inquired of Clerk what progress had 
been made in the negotiations regarding the disputed boundaries 
He also' forwarded Metcalfe's letter giving the latter’s views regarding 
the transfer to Government of certain villages belonging to Patiala.* 

(Ocntinued from page S13) 

Metcalfe had forwarded to Thomason three letters from Robinson 
Superintendent, Bhatbi territory (B. N4 127, p. 71), la the first letter, Robinson 
had informed Metcalfe that the boundaries between Lahore. Bahawalpur, 
and Bikaner could not be settled, except by himself in the next cold weather! 
Bikaner had agreed to send its agents but Lahore and Bahawalpur had not’ 
agreed to do so. (July 13. 1840. p. 71). In the second letter. Robinson wrote 
that Patiala had refused to accede to his wishes. ^August 18, 1840, p. 72) • in 
the third, hs pointed out that Nabha and Kaithal had not agreed to send their 

agents and that no survey was possible till the boundaries had been settled. 
The States or Chiefs concerned were : Baba alpur, Bikaner, Jumba, Amowli, 
Gulab Singh Shahid, Nabha, Patiala and Kaithal. He added that the 
Lieutenant-Governor should compel the attendance of the agents of these people 
fp. 72-73, August 31, 1840 ). 

Aga.n.in May 1841. Metcalfe requested Clerk to make another attempt 
to bring (he boundary disputes to a speedy termination and to atop the 

encroachment of Bahawalpur and Bikaner Chiefe on the British territory. (B. 

N12«. L N. 81). • 

Also see. B N. 126, L. N. 116, B. N. 149. L. N. 38. and B. N l-t? 

LL. N. 2 end 55. “ * 

That shows not only the bewildering nature of the problem but also the 

sincerity of the efforts of the local British officials to solve it in face of ao 
much disoouragement 

Thomason to Clerk, January U, 1841, B. N. 128, L N, 8, 

Metcalfe to Thomason, December 30, 1840, B. N. 128. p, 13 

Metcalfe sent copies of three communications from Brown, the Coileotor of 
Hariana. in the last f which the latter had observed that five villages belong¬ 
ing to Patiala and two of Kaithal should be retained by Qovemment. Metoalfe 
believedthat it would be useless to enter on the queeUon of their transfer 
unless the arrangement suggested by Conolly, who had been appointed to arbi- 
trato m 1840, was acceded to and the result of Clerk’s referenoe to the Ohiefa 
known. Patiala, as Richmond subsequently pointed put, would no* asrae. 
(S. N. 16Q. L, N. 47, aud p. N. 188, L. N. 107^, 
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R#*plying, Clerk remarked that he had met the Raja of Patiala 
a number of times in personal conference and had exchanged letters 
with Maharaja Ktir m Singh on the subject both previous and sub¬ 
sequent to the receipt of his Ittterd He, however, found it impossible- 
to induce the Raja to resign his pretensions to more of the territory 
in question than had been awarded to him bv Conolly’s decision.^ 
It wa< unn cessarv to give the details of several discussions that 
Clerk had with the Maharaja and his agents. Their substance was 
that ConoDy, like Bell, had adjudicated without making proper 
investigations and that he had not acquired all the information 
regarding tiacts atijudged by Bell to the British Government, which 
was necessary to form a correct view of the whole question. Clerk 
declared that the findings of Beil had been on an 'exparte’ nature as he 
had not the means of hearing any other evidence.^ He concluded 

by saying that it was very difficult to attain a final adjueiment 

of the case and that the only alternative that he could recommend 
was the reinvestigation by Conolly of the remaining parte* in the 
same manner as he had inquired into a considerable portion.^ 

Again. Clerk was of the view that what had already been 

adjudged to Patiala should be occupied by the officials of that state, as 
it would relieve their own officers and was dei-irable for purposes of 
Police. Unfoitunately the Raja was dbinclined to accept the territory, 
unless he was allowed to adduce evidence in support if his claims lo 


1. Clerk to Thomason, March 19, 1841, B. N. 83, L. N, 171* 

'i. As already observed, Conolly had been appointed to eO'eot some sort of compro* 
mise with Patiala. 

3. The defect was. as Clerk pointed out, that Bell had gone on with his work on 

the disputed frontier and at Simla, although the Patiala authorities bad refused 
to associate their agents with him. The proceedings should have ceased until 
the Raja had been either persuaded or compelled to appoint hia agents. 

4 . Captain W. Bro.vn hed been appointed to survey the Bhatti country in 
September 1840 (B.R. 127, L.N*36). 



tracts still retained by the British.i Clerk added that,if GoYernmen't 
considered Patiala not entitled to any further hearing in the else, 

the Raja should be apprised that in the event of his not receiving 
charge.of the territory unconditionally within a certain period, he would 
forfeit the arrears of revenue, which were to be paid to him. The 
other Chiefs concerned in the case were willing to recrive what had 
been assigned to them out of the disputed territory. 

addressed a despatch to Robinson, 
Supenntendent, Bhatti territory, on the subject of boundaries between 

favour of a^decilion b'v «« expressed himself in 

aectsion by arMtratlon which appeared to him a more 

atisfactory mode of adjustment than the equal partition decreed by 

the Supenntendent.3 ^ 


If-LT,vf'* “ hi. 

•hr,,, b,l„^grg“°°h°e hm Ih‘ g‘‘’ to 

^ S s to tne bnttsli Goveinnient". He added that he 

would require the Patiala Government to abide by decision of the 
boundary, which had been agreed tn hv u • j 

by the l..„ch.y..,.. ' ““‘“"‘to ““ ■‘“‘"•O 


1. Clerk to Thomason, March 19. 1841. B.N. 83, L.N, 171 . 

2. Clerk to RobinsDn. March :'.9. 1841, B.N. 83, L.N. 172. 

3. Clerk declared that the deoisiond made by arbitration » 

the example of Kot Kapura and the Profeoted S'L slalV'bT^"* 

m^ost obs.mate and violent boundary dispute had been settled in Sat wa^ ^ 

wIllUeralirreapeTt 7“ they may eufkr. the, 

. . . ^ suBpenaion of a survey, is .oomparatively 

of httle importance when the object of delay is tj lay down a r 

boundary between two countries whose people have for-oentLies 

tomed to b-.rder feuds. "entunes aoous- 

4. Ji^on pointed out. Cle^ could not persuade the Bjja U ^.482. 

4 








It is no wonder that Government seemed to have become 

tired of Patiala’s attitude, for in August 1841. Thomason wrote to 
Clerk to ascertain if the Raja of Patiala meant to accept the 
award in dispute, as the uncertainty was prejudicial to the prosperity 

of the country * He further observed : "Hi^ Honour has long been 
convinced-of the prejudicial efftct, whicii must be produced on the 

prosperity of the country and welfare of the people by the con¬ 
tinuance of the discussion with the Patiala Rt.ja on the subject 
of the boundary. The final decision of the Local Government 
has now been pronounced and confirmed by the Supreme Govern¬ 
ment. The Patiala Raja has been called upon at once to say 
whether he will accept or reject these terms; and has been warned, 
that unless he quickly accepts them, they will be considered cancelled 
This ourse has been approved by the Supreme Government". 

'*No intimation, however, of the resolution, of the Patiala 
Government has yet been received and His Honour feels that the 
interests of the inhabitants of this tract of land imperatively demand 
a speedy and final decision". 

^‘You are now requested to take the subject again into 

your consideration and explain to the Raja the necessity for an 
early declaration of the course which he intends to pursue and to 

report the result . 

This h tier seemed to Ixave produced some effect on the Raja 

I . 

who moderated his demand with the result that ^cme villages on the 
Hariana frontier were restored to him and other Chiefs; in Det ember 
1841 , the new Secretary at Agra, asked Clerk to depute an Amin to 
assist the Collector at Hariana in transferring the lands aw'arded by 


2ft Thomason to Clerk, August 7, L841, B. N» 129, L. N* L32. 


t 
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oonoUy and approved by the Lieutenant-Governor.' In this connection, 
soma land in the tiissar district was also transferred to the Chiefs and 

the boundary line in Hiriana was thus more or less fixed.* 


However, thj Buatti boundary was not settled as in U42. 

% 

Hamilton appeiled to Clerk to remove every obstacle to the speedy 
ermination of the dispute^. He also referred to the appointment of 
Robinson as an assistant under Clerk who was expected “to employ that 

offic'^rs' services effectually in connection with this duty*' and forwarded 


1. Hamilton to Clerk, December 27, 1841, B. N. 128, L.N. 252. 

Hamilton to Metcalfe. December 27, 1841, B. N. 128, p. 532. 

On December 12, 1841, Clerk reported to Thomaeon that ho had already 
instructed his assistant, Greothed, to make over to Patiala the villages alloted 
to him by Conolly* (B. N. 162, p. 237). 

Again Clerk wrote to the Collector at Harians, that he had deputed two 
Amins to assist in making over charge of the villages, to be ceded to the 
several Sikh authorities, according to Conolly’s decision. (B. N. 80, L. N. 31S, 
January 17, 1842). 

The Collector informed Clerk tha' he had been instruoied to carry into 
effect Conolly’s decision and requested him to send an Amin (B. N. 66, JL. N. 23, 

January 19, 1842) and Clerk wrote back that he had already despatched iw ) 
Amins to assist him in the decision re..ardiag the land in dispute between 
Patiala and Government. (B. N. 86, L. N. 346, January 31, 1842). 

2 . The Collector asked Clerk to direct the Patiala, Nabha, and Kaithal Chiefs to 
acknowledge that they had received those lands (B. N. 66, L. N. 183), As 
Robinson wrote to Metoalfe, the Hissar boundary was defined as fixed. (B. N. 
132, p. 12-14). 

Hamilton to Clerk, Jaunary 17, 1842, B. N. i3l. L N. 9 
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a copy of the former*s let.er> addressed to Metcnlfe, ii explanation of 
the causes of delay in carrying into effect i lu wishes of Governin'nt ur 


1. Robinson to Metcalfe, D^oombor 31, 1841, B. N. 132, p. 12. —14. 

The letter of Robinson ie important becouso Jt tells us the position in 
which this long dispute is left by Clerk. There is no other r^-fercnco to it 
after June 1842; Clerk went over to Lnhoro ns Envoy in October of the same 
year and afterwards left the Punjab for good in Juno 1843. 

Robinson wrote to Metcalfe; “If u reference is made to Mr. Conolly's 
report of the 23rd of May and Government resolution thereon, it will bo seen 
that the Hissar boundaries were defined and n survey ccmpletod during the 

period of that officer’s deputation, but for my district it was proposed to give 
up all those villages lying n^rth and east of a lino drawn from Gudha to 
Abobar. Mr Conolly, however, explained thni as a preliminary measure the 
whole frontier must bo surveyed, after which I was, in conformity with his 
views to mark the tract of country for relinquishment and submit my report 
to Government. 

During the last year, I was engaged in such boundaries as the Sikh Chief 
would allow roe to define and such as I hud finished were surveyed by 
Captain Brown but a line of nearly thirty miles remains to bo completed and 
accordingly that officer intends shortly sending on« of his assistants to under¬ 
take the same, on receipt of the map.I shall submit my report to Govern- 

ment which will enable of their passing final orders but at present it is quit© 

Impossible to say wbat villages will be retuined or given up.” 

In regard to the attitude of the Chiefs, Robinson imformed Metcalfe that 
all except the Chiefs of Kaithal and the Shahid Sardar bad refused to depute 
their agents—for example, Nabha did not send any agent; aimilarly Patiala 

withdrew her own deputy and refused to send any other. This was responsible 
for inordinate delay and, according to Robinson, the Chiefs had no right to 
expect a speedy relinquishment of their villages when bis sincere efforts to 
promote their interests were met by a most unworthy spirit of opposition on 
their part. > 

(Continued on next page 
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far as hi*> district was concerted.* 

* 

2 . Pispute over Lashkar Khan Ki Serai between Patiala and the British 

Government. 

The estate known as Lashkar Khan Ki Serai had been given to 
the two widows of Sardar Mohar Singh NishanWala‘.,....Varai and 
Bhagan. In January 1829. Murray had reported the death of Bhagan, 
the last of the widows, who had left a childless daughter married to a ' 
zamindar at Amritsar. Consequently, there were no heirs to this estate 
and Murray had taken possession of it*. 


(Continued from page 319) 

That the boundary was not fixed in Richmond's time that the Baja 

of Patiala remained thoroughly diasatisefied with the award and was not willing 
to exchange any village even in Hariana for the sake of a more regular' bound¬ 
ary on that border would be clear from the following letter' of Richmond, dated 
September 4, 1844 : 


Mr. Conolly’s decision was approved in 1840 and what attempts my 
predecessor may have made to induce the Raja of Patiala to agree to an 
exchange must have been as unsuccessful as my own. I addressed the Haja 
on the subject in the month of February last and also explained our wishes 

at length t'' the agents.I asked the Raja to write finally whatever he 

wished to urge on the question generally as continued doubt and (f^lay was in- 
advisable .... he will not agree to the exchange desired and that he continues 
to brood over what he considers a deprivation of territory. The Raja thinks 

that to exchange village's which he looks as rightfully his own should be a 
relinquishment of his claims. 


1 take the opportunity of calling to your remembrance that no final 
orders have yet been received with regard to the boundary of Bhattiana and 
the Protected States end that many villages which it was proposed to restore 

e e 

are still under sequestration'*. (B N. 160, L.N. 47). 




In the absence of any other relevant letters, I have to leave "ihudfspuie 
here with the boundary, especially of Bhattiana unsettled and Bajii' !Kwi&n 
Singh of Patiala sullen and angry at the attitude of the British Qovernmeat, 


Clerk to Martin, Se)>tember 26, 1831. B.N. 77. L.N* 76. 
Qolebrcoke to Murray, January 10. 1820. B.N. 20, L.N 8. 
to Polebiooke, Fobniaiy 6,1820, B.N. 76, 







Tbe estate comprised the village of Dudl, near Aiobala and several 

other villages, situated about forty miles to the no.th-west ,)f Ambala. 

These distant villages were held in co-parccny with Patiala ; Cler:. 

pointed out that Murray had proposed to report again on the subject . d 

their exchange with villages of Patiala, situated near Ambala. Furlhei, 

Murray had been of the opinion that the shaie of Bhagan should be 

given to Patiala on Rs, 2100 a year, as the British management might 
prove expensive.‘ 


Clerk informed Martin, the Resident at Delhi, tliat Dudl.i had 
been taken over by Government but the esch at of La^hkar Khan Ki 

Serai and its dependent villagis remainotl in abeyance, on account ot 

the claims of the Raja of Patiala. Oni\' a Cha^vrasi tlic Agency had 

been stationed there to receive tlie rev-mie and keep it in doposii. 

Talking about the claim of the Raja, Clerk observed that he was !)asing 

his claim on a lett< r of Birch apprising him that (in the demise of tlio 

widow, the estate would revert to him. An order to this elfect had 

# 

actirally been passed by Birch '.nd Ross2, ,ind Clerk acknowledged that 
the copy of the former’s letter was in his office. 


According to Clerk, the basis of Patiala's claim should be the 

states of the estate in 1809. when the Rntish control was extended to 

* * 

the Ci?-Sutlej Chiefi-. As Clerk pointt-d out, it was not nsseited by the 

Raja that he was in actual possession of it. Had he bt-en able to do so 
* • • • 

succe sfully, his claim would have been admitted according t(* tlio 

principles which had guided the decision of the Government in such 
% 

cases*. Further evidence might be sought about the position <»f the 


1. Murray to Colebrooke, February 16, 1829, B N. 75, L.N. 299. 

2. Clerk to Martin, September 26, 1831, B.N. 77, L.N. 76. 

Clerk aleo forwarded a statement submitted by Patiala ruler with his own 
comments (p. 70—74). 

3. Clerk was the view that the determination of this matter, trifling as it might 

appear to be, involved a point deserving of some consideration. 
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rstate in 1809.. Clerk, like^ .Murray^ sugge 

Serai might be treated as an escheat by Government, which 

exchange it for villages belonging to Patiala in. the ^icinity,^ of. A^lb^aja; 

This would enable the Raja of Patiala at a very chegp rnce;, t thqugh„.^t 

exactly in his own way, to succeed to^Bhagap's share jof .Laphkar 

Ki Serai. Clerk also reported lhat there were many, ^ersjan r^cot^l/lin 

■ . ... * 

the office which contained references on the late w;idow*& part ,to. th® 

i 

local British authorities for protection against th© encrqafhmen^Kiof 
Patiala on her rights. Writing to Prineep, Secretary to the Governor 
General. Clerk acVnowledged the two Khnritas sent by, the Raja of 

' Patiala but even after reading them, his v'ew aboi\t ^^hk,a^,,|Ch^p, ,]^i 
Serai remaired unchanged.^ . The Chief could not prove ^hat; }tf|q 
was in Patiala's pospession in 809, when it sought- the.;British .Pfotpic- 
tion. With regard to the Raja's declaration th.^. anguish gnd (}e- 
gradation that he would su0er in ♦be event-of^his ;npt i obtaining the 
property in dispute. Clerk observed : ''There are, othet. Chiefs bf his 
equality who woujd on the same ground feel degraded as the British 
Government in 1809 guaranteed Patiala against all claims on such of his 
possessions as had previously been wrested from oth^'re.” ^The Resideht, 
in acknowledpin? the receipt of Clerk's letter of the 26th September, 
agreed with him that the determination of the questio®- at' issue de- 
p nded upon the state of possession in 1809*. He went on to^ feay that 
he "should have considered the reinstatement of the widow Varai by 
Sir David Ochterlony who is known to have entertained a strong [pre¬ 
dilection in favour of tbe Patiala Raja and to have been yeryi.TjealQus 
of the security of the rights of that state as conclusive proof, of ^ ,.fg.^t 

of the possession at that time if the orders of Capta^^ Ross.i. 

did not appear to be inconsistent with it". Finally, he admitted that 
there certainly appeared to be "strong presumptive grounds*' for 
questionning the justice of the Raja's claim. 


' .1 


* t y 


. T 
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1. Clerk to Prinaep, September 30, 1831, B.N. 77, L.N.8H..^ OT q) i-tmmttioa 
'Martin toOlerk, October 8; 1831, B^N.*311; I*.N, VtJ,* 

,i}«*itmebieuo’j *’’I '• ^ tuiaq n hev'nvui 01 ttimSfe 
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Clerk replied to the Resident in October. 1811.' He informed 
him that the orders passed by Birch and Ross in the case of Lashkai 
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Khan Ki Serai did not appear to have been the result of any reference 
to higher authority nor subsequently to have received such conhrma- 
lion. Clerk thought that Rosses letter did not contain any declaration 

similar to that which appeared in the order passed by Birch.the one 

fivburable to the claim of Patiala. The purport of Ross*s letter was to 
induce the withdrawal of Patiala sepoys from the Serai saying that such 


interference on the part of the Raja could only have been had recourse 
to in aid of the widow's obligation to protect travellers on the road. 
The Raja was plainly told in the letter that until thnt period his forces 
had never been stationed in the Serai. 


About the letter of'Diwan Mokham Chand, the general of Maha¬ 
raja Ranjit Singn, it seem*d to be written in defence of his having 
previously re-instated Gurmukh Singh, the son of Mohar Singh Niahan- 
wdla, asserting th it there was no violence or injustice in such a measure 
and therefore im lying that Gurmukh Singh, who was the son of that 

Chief and Varai; wai supported by him only in what was right and 
proper. ^ The account of Barkat Uilah Munshi made the period of its 
recoVoryby I’Atiali su laequent to Metcalfe's mission to Lahore. As 
Patiala did not attempt to prove possession of the property at the 
period of coming under British Protection, Clerk said that it might be 
presumed that no such proof existed. 

i-.. I * i- 


Martin wrote to Clerk in October, 1831,* wishing him to .obtain, 
M possible, a copy of any proceeding which might have been held by 


1. Clerk to filartia, Ootober, 18, 1831, 77, L.N. 00. 

2. Martin to Clerk, October 27, 1331, B.N. 31, L.N. 81. 




Ochterlony on ra-instating the widow of Mohat Singh in possession of 

La.shkar Khan Ki Semi. If there be such a document, Martin believed, 
an examination of it w. uld at once determine the question respecting 
the claim of the Raja of Patiala which appeared to be corroborated' by 

the tenor of Birch’s Inter. Referring to Oohterlony’a decision, Birch 

had concluded that th«) award pr.ivided only for the life tenure of the 
>ardarni. It seemed unlikely as Martin remarked that Birch would 
Inveso expressly admitted the Raja’s eventual right to the possession 
oi the Serai. Ross had also been of the same opinion but Clerk 
was ashed to ascertain the point. Ochterlony’s decisirn must 
ii ive beep based on consideration of the state of possession of 1809,. 


In November 1831^, Prinsep addressed Clerk on the subject of 

the claims of P-tiala ; th“ G vernor-Gf iieral had no intention to inter¬ 
fere v\ it h tip Ct DTse \\hic’li Cl rk was ‘hiiikingof pursuing in resp ct to 


the vilhige in question or with his proceeriiiigs of the.investigation of the 


claims of all parties. 



It W iS in April 1812^, that Clerk addressed a letter to Fraser, 
the new Residtnt^ on the subject of th.- lapsed share of Lashkar Khnn 
Ki Serai. Clerk also forwaided an urgent appeal from the Raja of 
[*Htiala who had been prompted to the course by finding him adamant 

in the matter of the right (f the British Government ty consider the 
disputed share of Lashkar Khan Ki Serai as an escheat. According to 

( lerk, the Raja WHS-till anxious to recover p'.ssessi'.»n of the lands in 
question. 




Prineep to Clerk, November 12, 1831, B.N. 31, L.N. 89. 


2. Clerk to Frnaor, April 10, \832, B,N. 78, L.N. 19, 



Ii Fraser took charge on Maroh 10, 1832. 
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Clerk a<ain p3iiUed ou^, how Murray had r'comniended that the 

lapsed estate should be redored to Patiala in li^u of viliapis f f the 
state, that niiffht bo in the vicinity of A nbala and yiei ! an equal 
reveniiet. Unfort’jiwiiely the Raja did not appear to bt* r« conciled to sue!, 
an arrangement ; he was not averse to giving son e comp naaii i , tliough 
not in land. Clerk suggested that the Raja should be asked by 
Cfovernment to build a bridge over the river Gfiairgar. the neressity for 
which was gr ativ f^lt by the people. 

In April 1812*. iTrtSer ai>kcd in form ftion about eerJaiti poiiu^i. 
For example, he wmied copiei of statements furnished by the late 
widows of M'h ir Singli and the Raja of Patiala at different times; he 
niso required Cl rk to provid • him with copies of r-presentation made 
t)y the late wi lows agdnst th P.tiali officers in the time (.f Ochttrlonv. 
I'nser a so adv s d Clerk t ■ take the evid^mcc of the old servants of tli- 
.widows and of old family 'Mutsaddis', provided that they h-d iiwt been 
bribed by the opp isite party. Clerk was also asked to tind oui the 
proportion in which the revenue had been shared among the two co¬ 
parceners and to wh m the right of local rule and authority liad belonged 
and how it had been exercised. 


Clerk sub nitt d iiis reply in M ly iSHK witli all the documents 
relating to the estate in dispute. In regard to the shares of the cjllee- 
tion realized by Patiala or Varai, they had varied. At one time the 
latter received the moiety, after which Patiala usurped three-fourths; 
subsequently, through the help of the local British authorities, the 


J. The revenue was about Rs. 2000 per annum. (B.N. 78,L.N. 19). 

2. Fraser to Clerk, April 23,1832, B.N. 32, L.N. 18. 

». Clerk to Fraser, May 31. 1832, B.N. 78. L.N, 30. 

The designation of the Raaident at Delhi, was changed to the AgenI, 
Qovemor—General, Delhi, from May 1,1832. 


widow's share was fixed at six annas: in the, rupees , rClerk also sent a 
brief account received from a Mohimmadan which migi^t be considered ^ 
establishing the right of the widows to that degree of authority, in main- 

taining which they had been repeatedly supported by the countenance 

* * « • ^ 

and the dir ct interference of British authority, the most marked instance 
of which wa=» the removil by orders of Ross of the Patiala sepoys, from, 

* H 

the Serai, at the instance of the widows. 

4 

4 • ♦ 

About six months later. Clerk addressed another letter to Fraser® 
in which he said that the question regarding the share in the revenue of 
the estate of Lashkar. Khan had not been decided till that - timci ~ 

m $ 

Moreover, the claim of Government, which was being disputed by Patiala 
had been under discussion for the past four years, but -no decision had 
been arrived at. That was leading to unpleasant relations between the 
two governments. As Clerk remarked ' The claim with which Patiala 
clings to his supposed right to the control and possession of this portion* 
of the state also are the occasion at times of unpleasant alteration 
between him and the manager on the part of the British Government.” 

j ... } . . a ♦ ‘ ‘ • 

However, Government ultimately decided on keeping its lapsed 

share in Lashkar Kh\n Ki Serai under its own control, inapite of 

... . - ' ♦ 

1 ... / 1 ...•i. 

» . *• . t * 

« ' ■ ‘I I, 
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1. Clerk gave a detailed aocoimt of the four villages.Lashkar Khan Ki Serai, 

Raipur» Cbuk and Itana.the mode of ooUeotion of revenue and the share of 

Patiala State, (B.N, 78, p. 72—77). 


2. Clerk to Fraser, December 16. -1832, B.,K. 78,1^ N. 8^^ ‘ cor- Fj' oaT J 


.. ihqA oa TSsai’ll .s 


tit .r. u .HV V. b ivii .-.eeM-i 04 al%eK> .1 


oJi oi Uftixtiio iJ-v. gJJ lo floiJeagifeb edT 

AW .1 tnoi^ .idieG .Uiea?©—‘soinw© 







„p;er/c> recommeindatioir,to the contrary. On July \, 18:\'),i Metcalfe 

a letter to Clerk from the Secretary, at Agra in which the 
LjeitenAht-Governor snnctioned the annexation. . 


kiU 


I r.'r. i>. 


*1/ 




* About three'years later, Clerk ag iin write t6 Metcalfe aboiii 
liashkir Khkn'ki Serai.2 He said thit he had been pressed by the 
''Ri.ji of Patiali to bring 'to the notice' of Gove'rnment once again 
‘the subject of theestat'el ' Healso forwatded the copies of iorrespb'i- 
‘dende sMce'ifs'esblieat. As already menUo'ne'd, for the escheaf being 

relinquished to Patiala, the Raja had proposed to build a bridge over 

the Ghagg;jr^,wh^rc.it intersected the high iqilitary road from K .rnal to 

Ochterlony had been in favour of 
constructing such a bridge but the estimate, about Rs. caused the 

scheme to be Abandoned. He, therefore, recommended that the Serai 
should be given o Patiala on his promising to build the bridge but 
wantel Government to stipulate that the Raj i could not levy any diitv 

in' the ceded territory. Of course, in the village of Dudla, the Raja 
had no pretensions. 


. I > 


I 


u- 


n. Metcalfe wrote back^ to say that Clerk should furnish him with 
copies of letters subsequent to Fraser's letter of August 6. I8:U before 
getting the orders of Government. 


* • I 
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1. Metcalfe to Clerk, July 1, 1835. B. N. 36, L. .V. 32. 

Scott to Metcalfe, June 24, 1835, B. N. 35. p. 281, 

► * . • MO. , - . , J f., , . 

Fraser had addressed a letter to Maonaghten in which he had pointed out 
why he had recommended th6 annexation of the lapsed share in tashl^r Khan 
paid tha,t, the,place was situ'jited on. the ..great North. AVest mi»taTy> road 
which should be brought as far as possible under the direct control ofGovern 
meat. Moreover, the sale of the estate to Patiala would be an act of injustice 
to about five hundred families who desired to live under the British control 

Fraser to Clerk, March 3. 1834. B. N, 34, L. N. 2. •’ ^ 


Fraser to Machaghten, March-1. 1834, B.’N; 34» p ’BS: 
- Clerk to Metcalfe. August 28, 1838, B. N. 83, L. N. 82. 


' 1 f r 


4 • 




MeteaUe to Clerk, September 17, B. N, 88. L. N. 68. 

•W W i '7": M -Ol 
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The question was settled finally in March 1839. Metcalfe 
forwarded a let^r from Maddock in which the Govefnor-Gen^rttl declined 
acceding to the application of the Kaja of Patiala to make over to him 

the rights of the British Government in Lashkar Khan Ki Serai. His 

Lordsh p pointed out that the Ceuit of Directors would disapprove of the 

propo al. In regard to construciina a bridge across the Gh ggar, the 

Govornor-General declared that Government was not prepared to pay 

the whole of the expense of a work which would be done in the name of 

the Raja of Patiala ond that if he so desired, he could build it at his 
own expense.* 

3 British Government and the Raja of Slrmnr or Nahan. 

It was in October 1831*; that Clerk addressed a letter to Prinsep 
on the subject of certain requests made to ihe Governor-General by the 
Raja of Sirmur ^ Talking of the two parganas of Jauear nd Bhawar, 
which had been occupied in 1815 after the Gurkha war by the British. 
Clerk could not understand the motive of retaining them. It did not 
jippe ir that con^deration of military nature was the inducement, as no 
British posts Wf-re sta'ioned any where in those parganas including the 
Kiarda vallev. The revenue from these tracts amounted to about 
Rs. 13,000 p r annum. It had also b-en etated tha^. all or pirt of these 
distri ts would be restor d to the ruler at his attaining the age of 

discretion. If that was the case, Clerk was ready to believe that these 

* 

districts might have been retained in lieu of tribute which could not 
have been so punctually realized from Sirmur, on account of its ruler's 
minority and the disordered state of the country.** 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk. March 21, 1838, B. N. 39, L. N. 13. 

Maddock to Metcalfe, March 20, 1839, B. N. 39. p. 146. 

2. Clerk to Prinsep. October 10, 1831, B» N. 77, L. N. 00. 

The Governor-General had asked Clerk to report cffioially the'Kahah *^Raia’B 
offer to take the Kiarda valley and also to give a history of its managliioaent. 
(B, N. 3l,L. N. 42). For earlier correspondence see:— B. K. 18, L. N, 193, 

B. N. 21, L. N. 95, fe. N. 27. Lb. N. 66 ahd 180, B. N. 17, L. N- 111, ft, *». 27, 
b. N. 65. 



The Supreme Government was not aozioua to tranafar aithar thn 

parganas or the valley, bater on, it changed its view as far aa tha lattar wa 
oonoarnad. ^ " 


OJ«rk to Priawp, Ootobw W, IMl, 8 . si V7. L. ». 96. 




[ 329 ] 


The ruler, being of age, was willing to offer a ‘nazrana' for the 

restoration of these districts. Clerk said that if the Raja were willing 
to offer an annual or fixed tribute, his requ< st should not be considered 

unreasonable ^ But the 'Sanad' restoring a portion of the old Sirmiir 
State to the R>ja did not warrant ony such implication. On the 

contrary, it decbred, after detailing the several phices, which had been 

separated from the stat«, that he Rija was never even to desire " to 
r cover them. Clerk fdt that it was from motives of humanity perhHps 
that Government did not like the peop’e of the P.trganas to be given 
back to the rule of the Nahan Raj i, According to him, the happiness 
and prosperity of the people of Jausar and Bhawar seemed to be 
incumbent on the Briii h Government, as they had been very loyal in 
the days of the Gurkha War» But this coneiderstion cculd not be 


1. Clerk r«^f»>rrod 6”) a .l3 patoh of Joly 27. Mlo, -vhich ooiitiiined a recoinmenda 
tion favourable to such a proposal ia the following words :_ 

‘.that in the fact if at auy time dtirins the minority or his attaining 

the age of maturity, the care and attention ol the controlling administration 
should hive enabled them bj rais3 or ommiaJ tlio sum of two lakhs of rupe 9 s, 
the payment of that sum towards the U pitdabiou of the great expense incurred 
in effecting the restoration of the fr.mily without the slightest e.Kerbion or 
contribution of any kind on their part should be considered to exempt them 
from all future tribute whatever”. 

2. Clerk quoted an extract from the Chief Seoretary bo Government, dated May 
2S, 1816. It was, as follows :— 

**The people of this dl.^trict acted with more zeal and spirit and apparent 
sincerity against the Gurkhas than almost any other class of persons in that 
quarter On this account. It will be proper to secure to them the enjoyment 
of all their just rights and privileges and a stipulation to this effect should be 
entered into with the Government of the Sirmur in their favour**. 
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applicable to the retention of the Kiardadun where c mparatively there 
were fewer inhabitants to transfer.^ Unfortunately the ruler was pot 
prepared to accept Kiardadun alone ; he wanted Jausar and Bhawar 
also. It depended on Government whether these districts should be ' 
ceded or not : if they were given back, the danger was that they might 
be again abandoned and reduced to utter desolation.- Moreover, the 
con-tructionof« new road through the valley had rendered it more 
friquented by travellers and merchants.^ 


Raja Fateh Parkash also laid claim to the following territories’;_ 

0 


1, Clerk to PrinBep, October JO. 1831. B N. 77. I. N. 90. 

Clerk also traced the early history of these districts. He said that once 
t ese districts yielded about Rs 40,000 a year and comprised 80 villages. They 
were laid waste by Najib Khan, one of the ministers of Shah Alam and revenue 

fell to about Rs 2.000 per annum. The Sikhs also plundered these distriefs . 
inlSOS (Sambat 1866). the Gurkhas ooonpied it. After’the defeat of the 

TiinsX' the"'®’ *”7 ‘""r* Government. 

Till 18.4. they were farmed ous to the Raja of Sirmur when Murray reported 

that m eonse,uence of the Raja s oppression, the valley had deteriorated 

greatly and the population had deor-ased. He had resumed the tracts on 

behalf of the Biritiah Government Earlier also Birch had declared himself in 

favour of retraining Kiardadun. The Kiarda valley was described by Clerk 

as being a beautiful and fertile vaIley-22 miles lo.ig and about 8 mile. wW. 
yielding every kind of grain. w»d.. 




Clerk pointed out that no improvement had resulted oven from 
although Government had imposed livht taxation and abolished 

duties. Fever and other diseases were prevalent, making the hill 

* 

Clerk to Priaaep, October 10, 1831, B N. 77, L.N, 90. 


British rule, 
the ouatonis. 


unhealthy. 
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{ai Jabbal. It had formerly belonged to the Raja of Sirmur 
and under the Gurkhas paid a revenue of Rs. ISOOi) a year. By the 
orders of Government datej March 7, 1815, the Chiefs of Jubbal were 

promised that their independence wuuld be guaranteed if they exerted 
themse ves agiinst the Gurkhis As th^-y had done their best to aid 
the British, this promise was directed to be performed by the instructions 
ofMay2S, 1815. But the Thakur of Jubbal requested to be placed 
under the over-lordship of Sirmur. The idea was that the disorganized 
and reduced means of S rmur would render the supremacy of that power 
merely nominal. Even after the s paradon of Jubbal, the Thakurs had 
p rsisted in affirming their allegiance to Sirmur. That was why 
Ochterlony had recommended it ; Govern meat had agreed but the 
proposal hadjnot been carried into effect as later on Ochterlony became 
dis-satisfied with the conduct of the Regency at Sirmur* and so refused 
to sanction the measure. Clerk suggested that the disposition of the 
Thakur of Jubbal towards Sirmur shouH be ascertained and if no 
obstacles to the renewal of such allegiance could arise from any engage¬ 
ments that might have been contracted between Jubbal and the British 
Governmant, the Governor-General might see no objection in entertain¬ 
ing the proposal of the Raja of Sirmur. 

(6) Uraj or Utraj. The ind-'pendence of this tract had been 
recognized on consideration similar to that of Jubbal. Originallv 
belonging to Sirmur, the zamindars or Thakurs were given independent 
possession by Government by instructions of June 11, 1885. If the 

Thakur of Jubbal expressed a desire to own allegiance to Sirmur to 
hinge on the fealty of Utraj to himself, the arrangement could not take 
effect without the full consent of Utraj. 


1. The Rajs was a miaor wbea bia father died , he was iavested with full powers 
only in 1827. 


I 
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(c) Ramjrarh. The Simic Rija claimed the allegiance of the 

H-amgarhias on the plea of their hiving formerly held thfi^'Tahlifq as a 
Chief of Sirmur. They had availed themselves of the misfortunes of tlie 
Raja’s father to rebel and assert their independence, . ‘' ^ ' 

. t 

(d) Puadar. Che Raj requested that it might be ceded to him 
as it had belonged to his ancestors. Clerk added that under Ochterlony's 
orders, it had be^n ceded to Keonthal. 

(e) Moini, It formerly belonged to the state of Sirmur but had 
been given to the Mir of Kotahi by Government.^ 


(/) Pinjor The Raja said that the llaqa had been given by 
this father “ lo his powerful friend and ally, the Raja of Patiala ” to 
preserve for him. 

. I 


(g) Hamer and Ganjari. These were also claimed by the Raja, 
but Clerk wrote that they had been given to the state of Keonthal, and 
that there was a copy of such a ‘ Sanad ’ in the Agency Office. 


Clerk c >mmented on tho claiina of the Ruja. About Ramsarh, 

Government had rej.iCteJ the claim of Sirmur as Maldeo and Narain 
Dad had occupieu it long before Metcalfe's mission. Pundar had been 

annexed to Keonthal, aituough there was no record in the Agency ; . 

Humer and Ganjri had also been ceded to Keonthal ; in regard to the 

llaqa of Morui, it had been restored to Syed Jafar, the representative of 

' f I 

the Mussalmau family which formerly possessed it. ^ As fa - as Pinjor was t 
concerned, it migh. have been lost in the way described by Raja Fateh 

Parkash. Raja Sahib iSingh of Patiala obtained the permission of Louis 


1 ' r ill t V / t-ffl. J 

1* Mir Jaffar fJllah Khau.of Kotiihi li%i b>on ojafirmod id its 

mark of favourable opinion” whioh the British Guvara Q)at had formed of him * 

conduct during the Gurkha War (B.N. 77, L N. 96). 



Burgoyne in appropriating it in Hoi. However, tli'** iniglit have l)een, 
Pinjor passed to ihe Raja of P.iti-la who iiiid long in pos.-.essinn r.i 
it when the Ci-. Sutlej Cl iefs were t ,ken under the liriti h pr ^tertion in 
1809,’ and so Patiala’s claim could not he (luestioned 


Priiuep replied in a Utter dated Novendjf-i 12, lS 2 i 2 '\\^Q 

Supreme Gov* ruinent was no in f ivour of restoring Oius ir.md Bliawar 
to tlie Sirmur Siate. As, Prinsep icinarkcd; “ llis LorcUliip cau oi 
recognise tlie validity of U,c claim prelene.) hy the R.ija on the gnumd 

of tlie recommendation of Sir David Oditerlony.(On tne contrarv. 

the claims e>l iblishcd hv th 'SC who liavo haul or tc(]iiiir ! ird-.r st on the- 
two Pa gaiia jienditig a direct managenu'iit 1 a rlie ollicers ih G.>vern- 
ment for sixteen years a^e oppoaial to iuiv I're^vent cession or tiain.snr 
and his Lordship is compellrd to decline cneout a :ing ilic Raj I’s applica¬ 
tion ” It was also not'-d by tjoverninent tliat tin’ Uaja was lud .n^iou^ 
to have the KiarJa valiey without Jausar aiid liiiawar, mcanwhil ■ Clerk 
was directed to re-establish the transit-duties and adopt other mea s for 
rhe iniproveuunt of the valley. 


In regard to the claims preferred by the Raja to the tenitory 
granted to otherwise in the posse^oion f<f other Cliiefs, Governm- nt 
refused to recognise them ; as fir as Juhhal was concern d , if its Cliief 
])etitioned to be placed und^T Sirmur , Govornnient wai prepared to 
Ciuiply wiili such an application ; this, as Governm nt puin ed ouf, 
would in no way comprehend Utraj.of wldcli tne independence luid been 

fully recognised.^ 


1. Clerk to Triiisep, October 10, ^31, B*N. 77, L.N. 90. 

2. Prinsep to Clerk, No/ember 12, 18JI, B.N. -H, L.N. 91. 

3. Ibid. 

The Governor-Geneiol v;auted that the Volley should be given, on a long 
lease “on easy terms to any parson of property who ra iy be inelined to settle 
and lay out capital ’on the tract’*'. But no su«ih person appea'od^to come 
forward. 



In August 1832,1 Clerk addressed a letW to Macii'^ghten about 
the two Parganas and Kiardadun The Raja of Sirmur made an offer 
about the distric'.s ; he was prepared to pay a ‘ nazrana ' of Rs. 175,000 
for Jausar and Bhiwar, and Rs. 50,000 for Kiarda Valley. Clerk 
recommended the Supreme Government to accept the offer as the tracts 
were not remunerative. 


I 


However, Government agreed to the ossion of Kiardadun only. 

Fraser sent a letter of the Secretary, Government of India, which 
authorised Clerk to transfer the Kiardadun “ in full and perpetual 
s .vereignty ” to the Raja of Nahan upon payment by the Chief into 
•Ambala treasury of Rs. 53,000.* Clerk in a letter of February 14, 

1833, forwarded a letter of the ruler requesting to be furnished with a 


1. Clerk to Macnaghten, August 14, 1832, B.N. 78, L.N. 51. 

Clerk sent the letter of Sirmur Chief of August 12, 1832 in which the 
letter had mad* the offer and aUo a letter of Oohterlony dated October 13, 
1810, offering lulvloe to the then ruler (B.N. 78, p 109). 


2, Fraser to Clerk, 


Oc ober 24, 1832, B.>J. 32. L.N. 97 


Mrtcnaghteii to FrascM- ,, iQ, ,, 
Clerk to Maonaghtoii, August 14. ,, 


I • 


Sirmui to Clerk, 


August 14. „ 




Oohterlony to Sirmur Deo : 13, 1816, „ 

Maonagbten to Swinton, Aug: 20, 1832, ,. 


Swiaton to Maonaghtea, Sep: 17, „ 
Trevelyan to Swiaton, Aug: 82, ,, 


• 9 


• I 


Trevelyan to Clerk» 






>» 


p. 348. 
p. 34U-60. 
p. 350-6?. 
p. 352. 
p. 353-64. 
p 366. 
UN. a7A. 
p. 234.63. 
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‘ S'lnafi ’ conferring the valley on him and hi^ heirs in perpetuitv.' So 
Kiardadun passed to Fateh Parkash. 

4 

Though Government of India turned down the proposal of the 
RajaofNahin as far as the Parganas of Junsnr and Bhawar were 
concerned, still he cherished a fond hope of recovering them. As late us 
April 1844, we discover a letter of Richmond, the l^olitical Ag*nt, in 
place of Clerk, to Thornton, Secretary, North-West Provinces in w ich he 
forwarded the request of the Raja of Nahan to recover the two Pargan\s 
for which he was ready to pay a ' nazrana ’ of three lakhs of rupees*. 


{Continued from page 334) 

Trevelyan wrote to Swinton that, as no person had come forward to 
take the Kiarda Valley on lease, the Governor-Qeneral was inclined to accept 
the Baja*s offer. As the Raja was in a position to undertake the task of 
clearing and culti 'ating the valley, it was being offered to him ; moreover, 
the large *nAzrana’offered by him amounting to 50 years purchase, afforded * 
an earnest of the value which he attaobed to the possession. 

He observed to Clerk : *‘I think this will do for Fateh Parkash. 

vou hnd belter tell him that ho will now have a fine opportunity 

for showing his talents in ‘Abadi’ and ‘Parwarish’ of the ‘Hiaya’. 

and if he distinguished himself in restoring the Kiardadun, it will form a 
strong ground of claim to get back his other possessions and if ho fails in the 
Dun, be has no chance of geling the others back. This will really he an useful 

object for the Kaja to ex'iead his aecucntnula«ted hoards upon 

* 

1, Clerk to Fraser, February U, 1833, B.N. 79, L.N. p 
2 Richmond to Thornton, April 9, 1844, B.N. 88, L.N. 126. 

Richmond wrote to Erskine that financial considerations had had some 
influence in the surrender of Kiardadun to the Raja as he had offered Rs.50,000 
for a tract of land yielding only Rs. 1,000 a year while he was offering only 
two lakhs of rupees for distriots yielding Rs. 20,000 a year. Another considera- 

ip<>r^nHed an next page) 
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(4) The British Geverment versus the Kunjpura Chief and the Kheri 

Sikhs. 

The villfige of SinghaWa in Karnal partly belonged to the Sikhs 
and partly to the Nawab of Kunjpura. The British had appropriated the 
Kunjpura moiety of Singhaw t and so the Nawabs had been trying to 
have it back. Murray had written to the Ro ident at Delhi that the 
resuinpti >n of the Pathan moiety of Singhawa appeared to have been a 
mistake and so it should be restored to Gtiulam Aii Khan of Kunjpura 
with the rents which had been colhctedT A few months later, he again 
addressed the Resident on the same subject.® 


Clerk took up the question in January ]832, \^hen a reference was 
made to him by Goverment ‘on the subject of the naistake supposed to 
have been made in the resumption of half of the village . inghawa, 

Pargana Karnal, belonging to the late Nawab Bahadur Jahg| Khan of 


from ■'>3S) 


ti( n WHS t]K* improven^ent in the Kmrda Valiev and the Uaja had to show the 
the VnJlev Ind ronlljr pro.'ipf'red. According to him, if he were to offer eitbert 
ft hi':r«:er ‘nn7pftna* or n lurfrer tribute. Government would be prepared to lis^ten 
favour hiv to hir* wt«he«j. Unfortnuntely. Richmon<1 proved to be over- 
FnnruiTio. ftf3 rf the offer of inerenaed 'nnzrana' and the improvement 

in the Khird vallov ns borne out by Erskine, Government finally rofuaed the 
. Rajft’fl request althou -h “hopes appear to have been held out to him that all 
the retained di-tricts might her-tafter be reatoTv d to the family**, 

t •. i • • . . } -i' 

Erskine to Richmond, Februory 7, 1844, B.N. 6l,L.N. 10. 

Richmond to Erskine, February 17. ,, B.N. 88, L.R. 63. 


Erskine to Richmond. April 4. ,, B.N. 61, L.N, 23. , 

■ t > lloi 


Richmond to Erskine, May, 

' ,/ • - '' ' 

1. Murray to Martin, November 

^*1. .1. 

t U .» February 


26. .. B.N. 88, L N. ICl. 

• I «v »» 

0, 1830, B.N. 76, L.N. 341. 

U, 1831, B.N. 77, L.N. 7. 
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Kurijpura’**. Clerk quoted a letter of ihe late Nawab, addressed to Birch 
in 1818, in which it had been stated ihit S:o-haw^ for ages tormed a pait 
of the ancestral possessions of the K-i .jp.ra f.mily. When the Sikhs 
attacked Karnal, his ancestor were c mpell d to confer *’iialf of its 
produce, without a .y jurisdiction .,i cae i ..Ucr of Man Shgh.^ in the way 
of Chauth or Black-mail". This alij .ate l poriiori of Singhawa belonging 
to the Sikhs was attached by Fraser m iSU as he consider, d Man S.ngh 
a dependent of Gurdit Singh of La Iwa. Three other villages — Ramba, 
Dharar and Randal-had also b en attached but were restored to the 
Ladwasardar soon after. So Clerk asserted that not only the Nawab’s 
moiety should be restored to him but a^so the portion of the Sikhs, 
in the village b* given back to the Sikhs. Clerk in this connection 
referred to a letter of Ghulam Ali Khan of Kunjpura. 

It was in August 183S that Metcalfe f rwarded a letter from 
the Secretary at Agra in which the Lieutenant—G 'vernor considered 
the Chief of Kunj pura to have a right to the restoratiun of the moiety 
since the date of its attachment,* 


1. Clerk to Martin, January 8, 1832, B.N. 78. L.N. 2. 

The reference was made by Swinton to Martin who, in turn, wrote to 
Clerk. Swinton observe that seven villages in Pargana Karnal had been given 
as a life grant to Bahadur Jang Khan but no mention had been made of 
Singhawa or any h If of Sinchawa and that the Vice-President was not aware 
how one-half of the village WAS resumed by Government in 1816 and how the 
other half came to be iu the Nawab's \ ossession. According to him, more 
inquiry was n,?eded as to why it was supposed to be an hereditary possession 
not lesumable on the death of Bahadur Jang Khan. He added for Martin's 
information that Colebrooke in 1828 had reported the attachment of 7 1/2 
villages in consequence of the death of the Nawab, who had held a life interest 
in them : Martin to t-lerk, December 30, 1831, B.N. 31, L.N. 106. 

Swinton to Martin, October 14, 1831, B.N. 31, p. 166-66. 

Ho waa the Sikh claimant. 

8« Metcalfe to Clerk, August 25, 1836, B.N. 36, L.N. 51. 

Metc^e, August 15, 1835, B.N. 35, p. 470, 


Soottto 
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Clerk then took up the question of restoring the other .half 
of Singhawa to the original Sikh owners. In June 1838,' he informed 
Metcalfe that the other moiety of village belonged to the Sikhs of 
ICheri but had been long in possession of Government. Tracing its 
f'arly history he said that it in entirety belonged to the Nawab of 
Kunjpura until 1763, when ( soon after the Sikh conquest of the 
tenitory lying between the Sutlej and the Jumna ) half of it was 
wrested by the ancestors of the present Sikhs of Kheri. It remained 
in their possession till 1818 when it was takeij by Goverment under 
Fraser’s order ogether with the three villages of Gurdit Singh Ladwa. 
However, the moiety of Singhawa in the possession of the Nawabs 
of Kunjpura had not been claimed by Government as it was believed 
to have been included in Lord Lake’s life— grant of 7 Karnal 

villages to Nawab Bahadur Jang Khan. Accordingly, at the Nawab's 
death in 1828, Fraser took possession of his share also. Thus the 
whole of the village came in the possession of Goverment, The 
Kunjp ua moiety was restored to the Nawab on his having proved that 
it was erroneously included in Lord Lake's grant, but the Sikh moiety 
remained with Government. 

As remarked earlier, the three villages, taken from the Ladwa 
Sarda'-, were given back to him in 1818, on his appealing to Government 
against Fraser’s proceedings. But his claim did not include the other 

1. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 12, 1838, B.N. 83, L.N. 67, 

Metoalfe gave a brief resume of the case of the Sikhs to Qovemment: 
Singhawa belonged to the Kunjpura Chiefa but during the Sikh anarchy, Nawab 
Rabmnt Ali Khan was compelled to admit Dhnrmu Singh to a moiety of the 
estate. It was held in joint tenure until 1816 when the Sikh portion was 
resumed with the three villages of Dharar, Rumba and Bandal on the death 
of Gurdit Singh of Ladwa. This was under an erroneous impression. Inl81<, 
the three villages were released but half of Singhawa continued in the poss es sion 
of the British Government. In 1818, Man Singh, son of Dharmu Singh, presented 
a petition olHiming the moiety. Kawab Kahmat Khan acknowledged the 
justness of the olaim but afterwards Man Singh did not press the oleim. The 
latter died in 1821.22 leaving two sons; the eldest Fateh Singh preeeathd 

petition on March 6, 1838, praying to be restored to hjs father's share* 

.1 'V' V .P 

Metcalfe to Maonaghten, March S3, 1888, B.M. 88, p. 88-H. 

^ vJ .’'I#!' ->J 


half of Singhawa, which Fraser had attached at tho same lime. The 
Kheri Sikhs were poor and whe-i the Ladwa Ghi^f o;ily agreed to help 
them in thrir appeal on ihe condition that they should bind themselves 
in a written engagement in vassalage to him, they 4purned the off r and 
seemed to have never tak-n any step to recover their share in the village 
But they had presented a petiti )n to Birch in t8I8 declaring that their 
ancestors had obtained the moiety fr im the Nawabs of Kunjpura about 
fifty years earlier. Somehow or other, as Clerk pointed out there was 
no investigation of iheir claims ; nor did they present any other petition 
till very lately.^ 

Clerk added that even the Chief of Kunjpura did not claim to 
recover this moiety of Singhawa although it once belongr*d to hin 
ancestors. However, he was de.drous that he should be permitted to 
exercise jurisdiction over it. Bui the testimony of the parties and 
documents contradicted the Nawab’s assertion that his ancestors, in 
surrendering to the Sikhs the revenues of half of their villages, did not 
r. linquish their jurisdiction over it. 


The decision of Government was a foregone conclusion. Metcalfe 

c mveyed it in two letters, dated June 26,^ and July 23,^ 1838. The 
Sikh moiety was to be restored to Sardar Fateh Singh ; Clerk was 


1 Clerk to Metcalfe, Jane 12, 1838, B N. 83, L N. 67. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, June 26. 1838, B.N, 38, L.N. 32. 

Torrens to Metcalfe, June 16, 1838, B.N. 38, p. 179-80. 

Torrens observed : “.it would appear that the right to the moiety 

of the above Muuzh, not held by the Nawab oi Kunjpura is as immediately 
vested in the Sikhs of Kheri as is the right to the remaining half in the Nawab’s 

family*’. 

3, Metcalfe to Clerk, July 23, 1838, B.N. 38, L.N. 39. 

Metcalfe also forwarded a copy of a letter of the CoUeotor of Panipat 
(B.N. 38, p. 204. July 19. 1838), 

On September 14, 1838, Metcalfe suggested that the Collector of Panipat 

p ahould be asked to discontinue all interference with the Police of the Mauza 

(B.N. 38, L.N. 60). 
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metructed to depute an agent on behalf of the Sardar to the Cqlle^c^tof 
of Paripat " to receive charge of half of Singhawa now in possession ol 
Government but originally belong! g to his ancestors." In the second 
letter. Clerk was askfd to arrange the partition in conjunction with the 

Chit-f of Kunjpura. Thus the whole of Singhawa was returned.half 

to the Kunjpura Chief and the other half to the Sikhs of Kheri. 

5. The British Government versus Ghulam Nabi Khan and Nizam 
All Khan 

« 

In August 1834, Clerk reported to Fraser that he was unable to 
make any settlement of the villages of. Gehar and Churpura altogether 

satisfactory to Gulam Nabi Khan and Nizam Ali Khan two brothers 

♦ » 

... who were co-parceners therein with the British Government.^ 


The desire of the Khans was to retain, if possible, exclusive 
management of the villages, paying yearly to Government one half of 
the revenues. But this arrangement was not calculated to benefit the 
villag* s ; the zamin<lars were very av.-rse to re linquishing hopes of obtain¬ 
ing Government’s protection, which under the management proposed by 
the Khans, could not be effectually extended to them Frasser did not 
agree with Clerk’s proposal and observed in reply : “ The best mode . 

would be to divide the lands and assess our share or to farm it to Nizam 
Ali Khan and Gulam Aii Khan for fixed §ums. We have n ■ right .. to 

deprive them of iheir authority or management over their own shares.^ 


In October 183 I,® Clerk addres ed Metcalfe the new Agent at 
Delhi, on the same subject. He wrote how Fraser had recommended 

• • . . > I . 


1. Clerk to Fraser, August 22) 18 4» B N. 80, L.N. 136. 

Its moiety had lapsed to the Briti h with the Thaneear Gbiefahip In l^Sl 
(B N. 81, L.N. 122). 

t 

2 . Fraser to Clerk, September 2, 1834, B.N. 34, p. 376. ' 

3. Clerk to Metoalfe, October 24, 1836, B.N. 81, L.N. 182. 



the 4an4s of the villages of Gehar and Churpur should be divided 
between Government and Gh lam Nabi K!i^n and his brother Nizam Ali 
Khan, and Government's share should be ussess-d or that it slioul i be 
framed to the two brothers. 


Clerk had visited the villages, with a view to ascertaining their 
capacities. The zamind irs and other people of Gehar did not want to 
give up the British protection and were so clamorcms in their protest¬ 
ations that he had mentioned hia apprehensions to Fraser, when he had 
met him subsequently. Fraser sent forGhulam Nabi Khan, to whom the 
moiety of Gehar belonged and directed Clerk to endeavour to assess 
Re. 6,000 p^r annum on the village, Ghulam Nabi Khan wa-) to he piven 
Rs 4.000 per annum and in considetation of so large a revenue to 
relinquish his authority in that village. Clerk knew how much the 
public welfare of Gehar depended m the exclusion of Gulam N.ibi Khan 
under whose authority it was rapidly becoming desert d Therefore he 
was at considerable pains to fulfil Fraser's project.^ Although he was 
assisted by the leal good will of the zamindar^, who were app then.sive (,f 
losing the Bri ish proiection, he found that the village could not yield 

more than Rs. 5,000 a year. On these terms he concluded i he settlement 

for five years, thinking thU it was more advantageous to Brit sh Govern¬ 
ment lo realise only Rs 1,000, paying the remainder to GhuUm Nabi 
Khtn and trusting to the prospective advantages <*f recalling the migrat¬ 
ed zamindars than to devolve it entirely on him. Clerk assured Metcalfe 
that he was not disputing the right of Ghulam Nahi Khan in Gehar but 
was trying to purchase that right with his goodwill. 


With regard to Churpura, Nizam Ali Khan was earnestly trying 
to remove the difficulty in the way of deterioration of the Brtish portion 


) Clerk to Metcalfe, October 24» 1836, B N. il, L.N. 12-. 


] 

of the village. Clerk stated that Nizam Ali Khan had never niaidh' him¬ 
self obnoxious to the peasants. He, therefore, recommended that the 
Mhole of the village might be given to him and the British Government 
should receive from him a perpetual fixed rent f r its moiety of the 
vi lage.l 


Metcalfe replied : .if Ghulam Nabi Khan will voluntarily 

resign to us the management of bis share of Geh»r cn the terms 
recommended by you, I consider the arrangement to be most d sirable 
and you are accordingly authorised to conclude an engagement. 


The only difficulty I foresee is that Ghulam Nabi Khan may 
object to resign his right, if the younger b other continues in the 
possession of his but this you do not appear to apprehend 


With reference to Churpura, I am of opi ion that a settlement 
should be made of Government share with the zamindars according to 
the rate of assesment fixed for Gehar.**® 

In February 1836,®Clerk informed Metcalfe that Ghulam Nabi 
Khan was billing to comply with the terms proposed for his share in 
G*»har. Thus Churpura was to be managed by Nizam Ali Khan while 
Gebar was to be under British management 
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!• Clerk to Metcalfe, October 24» 1836» B«N. 8X, Xf«N» 122. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, November 2, 1836, B*N. 36, p. 603*04. 

3, Clerk to Metcalfe, February 27, 1836, B.K, 82, L.N. 82* 
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^ 6. British Government and Bilaspur. 

Clerk’s Hgency saw an int,resting development in the affairs of 

the sta e of Kahlur or Bilaspur.' Its ruler. Rnja Kliarak Chand, was 
the son of Mahan Chand, and had ruled sines 1824.2 His rejgn was 
perhaps the worst in ihe annals of the state. 

In July 1838,3 Clerk reportid to Metcalfe the s^rry s'ate of 
affairs in Bilaspur, where the Raja was surn unded by the same descrip 
tion of disreputable c< urtiers and starving soldiers as Murray had found 


1. Kahlur was the earlier name of the state ; the new name ot Bilaspur 

adopted when the capital was transferred from Kot-Kohlur to Bilaspur— 
Hutchinson and Vogel—“History of the Punjab Hill States, Vol, II, page 494“ 

2. Kharak Chand was born in 1813 ; the astrologers had predicted that» being 
born under an unlucky star, he would bring calamity to the state—a prediction 
fuMy fulfilled. Mahan Chand was forbidden to see him for twelve years. Ho 
was sent to a distant place but was recalled in 1823, two years before the 
appointed time. The death of Mahan Chand m 1824 was attributed to bis non- 
compliance with the terms of the warning of the astrologers. (Ibid, p. 507*08) 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 6. 1838, B.N. 83, L.N. 72. 

Clerk was asked to visit Bilaspur by the Rajas jt Nalagarh and Nahan 

in order to allay the dissensions prevailing between the Raja and his nobles 
(B.N. 83, L.N. 71, June 26, 1838). 



q 


t 
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in 1828.* Clerl bad vipi^ed the state in 1832 aliid passage of six 

years had brought no change in the state of affttirs ther or in the Raja's 

habits Since the de^tth of bis abl- wazir, Sansaru, in 1832, the 

administration of the state had very seriously deteriorated. Clerk gave 

a number of instances < f the Raja's utter neglect or disregard of the 
% 

obligation of the state towards the British Government ; Ranjit Singh, 
too, accused him of ' oppressive * conduct.* 


For improving the stale of affairs in BiUspur, Clerk advised 
Raja Kharak Chand to have Bishan Singh, the son of Sansaru, as bis 
minister, and tried to reconcile him vith his kinsmen. Kharak Chand 
promised to follow this advice. Clerk, however, thought that a British 
Officer would have to be appoint! d to supervise the administration of 


1. Murray had been authorised to go to Bilaspur with three oompanies of 1st 
Naairi Batallion in order to quell a disturbance there ; Oovernment also asked 
' him to subccit proposals for the future government of the state. 


B N. 27, LL.N. 206 and 215, August 27, and September 4, 1827. 
B.N. 27, L.K. 234, September 24, 1827. 



In a letter of November 3, 1827, Murray described how he visited Bilas¬ 
pur, where he found a considerable body of mercenaries, who wer<» discharged 
by him. He reinstated Mian Miri and Sansaru in authority. According to 
him the Raja ** continued his puerile amueements *' b it Murray severely 
admonished him and he promised to improve bus behaviour. (B.N. 74, L.N. 
183). The visit came in 1827 and not in 1828, as asserted by Clerk. 

V i . • .' 1 ,' s ' 

Clerk to Metcalfe, July 5, 1838, B»N. 83, L.N, 72. 




tn 1836, Wade had forwarded a letter of Ranjit Singh complaining of the 

,1 & r . ' ’ M ...t « 4. ^ 


reokleiB and oppressive oonduot of Raja Kharak Chand. 


i 






(B.N. 102, L.N. 47, August 2, 1836) 

8e« •Ifo, Clerk to Wade, August 27, 1836< B.N. 81, p. 161.^ 
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the state ard keep an eye on the Raja.^ According to Clerk a tew 

months more were to show whether the Raja had sense enough to avert 

such an interference. Government might desire to abstain from such an 

interference but Clerk believed that such an acti n would improve the 

entire administration and in his support quoted the instance of Nahm 

which afforded a gra»ifyit»g example of the effects of such temporary 
superintendence. 


Talking of the Raja*s Tians'Sutlej territory, Clerk et-timatid its 
annual revenue at about ( 0 000, and his tribute to Maharaja Ranjit Sirgh 

at Rs. 6,000. If the Maharaja, irritated by R ja Kharak Chand’s evasion 
and delay of payment, were to possess himself of that territory, the 
British could not interfere. Rut the Maharaja had shown much forbe¬ 
arance under considerable provocation, doubtless in a great measure out 
of respect to the Rajn's connection with the British Government. The 
Maharaja wou’d not eject Kharak Chand as long as he paid (he tribute 
and although Government was not prepared to interpose its authority to 
recover the Raja's Trans-Sutlej territory, yet Clerk always urged the 
the regular payment of tribute to Lahore. Clerk, talking of future, 
wrote that the time might come when it might prove a source of satisfac¬ 
tion to Government that the Trans-Sutlej Bilaspur territory continued in 
the possession ef Kharak Chand, its dependent.* 

The life led by the Raja was so dissolute that one of his wivis. 
Rani Sirmur, lodged a complaint against him. Commenting,* Clerk 



Clerk to Metcalfe, July 6, 1838, B. N« 83, L. N« 72. 


But the Supreme Goveroment wan averse to the appointment of a 
European officer and only wanted Clerk to warn the Baja of the serious conse¬ 
quences of his misrule* (Metcalfe to Clerk, B K. 38, L. N. 46, August 16, 1838, 
and Maenaghten to Me*oalfe, August 11, 1838, B. N. 38, p, 2i6). 


S* Clerk to^Metoalfe, July 6, 1838, B. N. 83, L.N* 72, 

I, ,, .» »» I- N. 74» 


twei 


observed that she had been complaining of his drunkennesg, but in this 
matter. Government could not help her. However, it would intervene 
and pull him up, if he tried to touch her Jagir. r . 

As it happened, the days of Raja Kharak Chand were numbered 

He died on March 29, 1839, at Bilaspur, leaving three widows, two of 

whom were r'-ady to become 'Satis' but were dis*suaded by Clerk Who- 
promised them a liberal maintenancr*.i As there was no child. Clerk recom 

mended the claims of one Mian Jungi, who wa's the late Raja's nearest 
collateral and whose character held out a great promise of happiness for 

the long oppressed country.^ The Raja of Nahan was thinking of press¬ 
ing the claims of his sister, one of the Raj a's widows; but Clerk considered 
her claim inadmissiable as sn^ had no child.® 

In November 1839, Metcalfe made a reference to Clerk of a 
petition of the wid w- of R ja Kharak Chand, addressed to Maddock, in 
which it was assert'^d that a son had been born to . the late Raja's 
youngest widow on November 4, and that the child should be given his 


1. Clerk to Maddock, April 16, 1838, B. N. 83. L. N. 112. 


2 The claiins of Mian Jungi were accepted by the Supreme Government as he and 
Kharak Chand were descended from Baja Ajmer Chand; he became the Raja 
with the title of Jagat Chand. The new ruler was installed at Bilaspur after 
about two months of the death of Kharak Chand. 


Clerk to Maddock, April 16, 1830, B. N. 83, L. N, 118. 
Maddock to Clerk, „ 19, „ „ 39, L. N. 20. i 


Maddock to Metcalfe, „ „ 

Clerk to Hctddook, June 9, „ 




>9 


P. 210-17. 

B. N.8S, L. N. hB. -'"'' 
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ncdsti’dl state*. The widow was ooe of the two sisters of the Raja of 
Nahan. To this Clerk replied:* 


" _ _ ...I beg leave to stale that the presumption under any 

circumstanC‘S would have bten tint tho child now alleged to have been 

born to Raja Klurak Chaiid, seven months after his death, is spurious 

because he had been for years past reduced to a miserable state 
of imbecility, that the constant complaints to me of Raja Fateh Pnrkash, 
the brother of his wives was the d-gra'ation they endured in the entire 
neglect of their husband’s and the hop^bssness of the Raj being 
perpetuated. But that prefump ion is still stringer under which the 
child has been produced. namely after the withdrawal by the 


Nahan Raja of his sister from her husband’s country and her seclusion 
from communication with Bilaspur in a village in his own mountains” 

Clerk added that throughout the state the rumour of the birth of a son 

was regarded as a palpable fraud, especially by R- ja Ram Saran of 

Nala^arh. whose country lav contiguou< to it and who was descended 
with'lhc Bilaspur Chiefs from a common ancestor- He had entreated 

Clers to discountenance its authors although there was gre.t friendship 

between him and the Raja ot Nahan. Moreover, the relations of the 

Nahan Chief «ith the new Raja, Jagat Chat.d, were anything but Iriendly 

The Nahan Raja wanted an addition to the Jagirs enj -yed by his sisters 

to which Jagat Chand had not agreed He had forwarded to Clerk a 
written engagement never to resume what they then possessed. Clerk 

had sent a copy to the Raja of Nahan remarking that his sisters would 
never be in want but this had faded to taii-fy him. He surrounded 

the residence of his sisters, with hU armed followers and carried them 
off into nis own territory. Further, he sent a vakil to Simla on the part 


1 Metcalfe to Clerk, November 23. 1838. B. N.39, L. N S9, and Petition of the 

Banie Sirmuc to Maddeok. B, N. 39. P. 888-89 (November 1839). 

In the petition, the youngest wife of Kharak Chand was said to be pregn¬ 
ant. The RanU had tried to notify the fact to Clerk-at least that was what 

they alleged. 

2 Clerk to Metcalfe. December 18. 1839. B. N. 83, L. N. 13i. 





• • * 

oi his elder sister to prefer her claim as senior vddow to the R'a], btit 

the man had been dismissed. Then he sent an agent to Clerk to convey. 

to him that Mian Sher Singh, a scion of another collateral branch, had 

a better claim than Mian Jungi. This scheme also failed to achieve any 

suMcss Then he gave out that his younger sister was likely to give an 

heir to the Raj. Having secluded her from the other sister, he gave out 

that on the 6th of November, she had brought forth a boy in the village 
of Gunt in the hills, north of Nahan.> 


This attempt of the Raja of Nahan to impose upon Government 
a pretender to the Bilaspur Chiefship met with no success. In January 

I840,* Metcolfeforwardedthecopyofa letter of Maddock in' uhich it 

was observed "that the conclusions of the Political Agent appear to the 
Governor-General, to be perfectly correct and His Lordship desires that 
the disapprobation with which he views the underhand and suspicious 
conduct of the Raja of Nahan, in his endeavours to impose upon Govern¬ 
ment. a spurious heir of the late Raja of Kahlur. may be communicate.! 
to that Chieftain". 


Though Government had rejecied tl.e claims of the child the 
supposed mother was not satisfied with the decision. Writing in Febmarv 



1. Clerk to Metcalfe, December 18, 1839, B, N. 83, L. N. 134 . 

There WB, also the third widow of Kharak Chand. Her father. Raja „ 
Mangal, presented a petition to Colonel Tapp praying for a provision for h. 
(B. N. 60, L. N. 2, May 27, 1840). 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, January 16, 1840, B. N. 126, L. N. 8. 


Maddock to Metoalfe, „ 


8, M 


I# 
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1840,* Clerk reported to Metcalfe that Rani Sirmur* had succeeded in 
coUecting about l.OOO men in the Trans-SuUej territories of Kahlur, 
crossed the river and taken possession of the fort of Jayalli she was 
threatening to expel Raja Jagat Chand from Bilaspur. Cierk addt-d that 
the Rani had tried to enlibt men in the disiricis on this side of the 
Sutlej but he had frustrated the attempt. He had also request d wade 
to require the Lahore authorities to be vigilant in preventing her from 
recruiting men in >he territory of Bilaspur, under their control. Bui the 




Lahore Government had not only allowed the Rani to collect armed men 
but had permittei the armed rabble to cross into the territory under the 
protection of the British Government. This was a most reprehensible 
act aJid Cler:; suggested to Government that it should not be overlooked 

A week later.* Clerk again wrote that Raja Jagat Chand had made an 
attempt to oppose the forces of the Rani, but on their approach had 
withdrawn from Bilappur to Satgarh on the frontier He only 
dissuaded from quitting altogether the territory by promi-e of suppor* 
made to him by R ja Ram Saran of Nalagarh, in the vicinity of Satg-irh 
The pusillanimous conduct of the new Rj.ja was ascribed by Clerk jn 
some measures to the fact that p -ople genen.lly, with the loc;il officers of 
the state, had risen in favour of Rani Sirmur Clerk finally said that she 
was bei g encouraged through the efforts of L hna Singh Alajiihia, the 
Sikh Governor, by >he Lahore Durbar which had promised a ‘KhilJai’ for 


the alleged child but he had no means of ascertainiiig the truth of the 
rumour. However, he had taken the precaution of bringin<y it to the 
notice of Wade. 



i. Clerk to Metcalf*^, February 2, 1840 B. N. 83, L. N 136. 


2. Clerk does not specifically mention who this Rani is.moat probably she 

is the younger widow, the mother of the spurious chUd. As soon as the Child’s 
claims were rejected, she started making preparations to invade BUaspur, 
encouraged by Lehua Singh Majithia, the Lahore deputy in the Hills. At ano-* 
then place. Clerk remarked that both the wiiows.the sisters of the Nahan 


Raja.were involved. After the revolt hod been quelled, the Rani was 8‘»nt 

to her brother, who was made responsible for her good oouduot. 


(B. N 168, L. N. 6. and B. N. 133, L. N, 78). 


3, Clerk to Metcalfe, February 10, 1840, B.N. 83. L. N. 138. 
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Clerk also transmitted a piper of intelligence received 

Bilaspur.* The Rani was being helped by the Sodhis of Nandpur- and 
the ruler of Suket. The former’s terriiory was situated at the foot of 
the hilld on this side of the Suilej and was ceded to M iharaja Kanjit Singh 
in 1828; the Sodhis were ever-ready to join any disorder. The latter 

Suket — had been a suitor for the hand of the' sister of late Kharak 

Chand and this had been promised to him bv the Rani as a reward for 
his support. Clerk was afraid that the delay, in settling the dispute in 

Bilaspnr, might pr#^judice the general peace of the Hill States; he had 
again brought the conduct of the Lahore authorities to the notice of 

Wade 


Chrk again expressed his fenrthat the delay in suppressing the 
out-bronk at Bilaspur might make it more difficult to aupp.-ess it» 

Bilaspur was filling fast wi'h armed men and the number of such men 
was about four thousand. Raja Jagat Chand had made a-stand on his 

frontier towards Nalagarh; his forts were either retained for him by his 

adheronts or were neutral, awaiting the result of the conflict between 

him and the Rani. Clerk hoped that the Lahore authorities world be 
prompt to exert its influence in the right direction. Meanwhile he 

appealed to Met calfe to order out the Nasiri Batallion at Sabathu and 

the detachment of the 4th Local Horse at Ludhiana so that he might lose 
uo time in proceeding against the insurgents who had assembled at 

BUaspur which had no regular fortifications. 


Later « Clerk reported that he had received information that the 
troops of Rani Sirmur were preparing a detachment which would be 
employed against Kot. a fort in Bilaspur situated at the foot of. th? 



1. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 19, 1840, B. N. 83, L- N. 140. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 15, 1840, B. N. 83, L. N. UU '• 

3 . Clerk to Metcalfe February 18, 1840, B; N. 83, L. N: U8i ■ . 
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hills. He had, therefore, called upon the K ji of Pati-d i to despi.tcli 
troops to reinforce the garrison there. but Clerk believed that tlu' 
Pa'iala troops would not Buffire to coerce in a proper manner the 

retainers of the Sodhis and those of other vassals of Lnhoie, who had 

»dared to invade the territory of a d* pendent of the British 
Gnvernmeni/C The Lnhore Durbar was to be refpiested to s(cnre their 
*Ghat«' on the Sutl-j in such a manner as equally to prevent the 
reinforciinents of the insurgents or their retreat. 


. • Melcalfe sent to Clerk a letter written by MaddrcW to hin self in 

which the Goveinor-Geiieral achnovhdg»d that a se:inus outrage had 
been “committed by an armed force assembled Irans-Suthj hy the 

widow of the late Raja of Ka lur and which, auUd hv the followers of 

the Raja of Sok. t, have entered the British terr.torv, tak n poss s^ion 
of the fort of Javali and expelled Raja Jagat Chand from Bihopur . 

His Lordship was hopeful that the Lah. re Government would recall the 
troops from Bilaspur and punish iho.^e who had been instrumental in 
collecting them for the invasion of the British part of the ^t te. 
Finally, the Governor-General was conhdent that Clerk must have 

adopted measures to seize the leaders of the revolt and make an end of 

the outbreak engineered by the armed men who had espoused the cause 
of the Rani and were on this side of the Suth 

The outbreak at Bilaspur dii not take a long time to be 

suppressed. In a letter dated March 2. 1840.* addressed to Captain 
Macau«l»nd, Commanding. Nasiri Ba.tallinn, Clerk infemed him that 
Sodhi Jndh Singh, one of the principal supporters of Pan. Sirmur. ha 
fled across the Sutlej evacuating the fort of Kot and N.n. Dev. H.ll, both 


1. Matcnlfe to Clerk, March 16, IMO. B. N. 126, L. N. 62 

Maddock to Metcalfe. February 24. 1840. B. N. 126. p. 90—91. 
, J, Clerk to Maoaueland. March 2, 1840. B. N. 83. L. N. 148. 

4 

Clerk to Macaualand. Moroh 2. 1840. B. N. SS, t. N. 141. 


t 




nf Which had been restored to Jagat Chand.^ Under these circnme aqces 
.erk advised him to return wi.h the tror^is under his c mmand to 
» u with the ex:eption of one company which should be stationed at 
Bilaspur. He himself had detached one hundred Sawars for that 
purpose; he had also requested the Patiala Raja to send a force of 200 


men t'. be kept at Bilaspur. Both parties had been direotid to obey the 

orders of Macausland On March 3, he wrote to Metcalfe Uiat the rebels 
i.ad been expelled from the territory of Jagat Chand.* 


As Metcalfe was about to visit Bilaspur. Clerk addressed a letter* 
to him in which he discussed not only the responsibilHy of the ruler of 
Nahan in the late insurrection, but also the precautions adopted by him 
m the state. Discussing the former, he remarked that the widow-Ranis, 
the sisters of the Nahan Ruler, had been living at Ghunt and 
Bhagarwali in the terrirory of the .Nahan Raj. Although the Raja 
was at liberty to take away his sisters. Clerk felt that he had • incurred 
a very serious responsibility when he allowed them to arrange their 


1. Clerk waa sure that the aodhi would oot have escaped, had Wade, Political Agent 
Ludhiana insisted on the Lahore authorities guarding the ferries. 

(Clerk to Metcalfe, March 6. 1840, B. N. 83. L. N, U9A). 

Even then Clerk felt that the Burbar had shown a reasonable sense of its 
obligation as an ally in restraining its vassals from joining the inaurrootion 

VB. N. 83, L. N. 160) 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 3, 1840, B. !1.88, L, N. 149. 

% 

Qovemment fuUy approved of what Clerk had done in order to eupp,*. 
rebellion. 

(B. N. 126, L. N. 47, Maroh 13, 1840). 

Clerk to Meioalfe, Maroh 12, 1840, B. N. 83, L. N. 150. 

etoalfe to Clerk. Maroh 10. 1840; B. N. 126, L. N, 81. 

-k w» authorUed to tiU» ootion agSo.t-th. troop, of RoJ. of Nohwl faS .k.: 
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plans for an invasion of Kahlur, to transport thither supplies of 
ammunition and finally, the way being thus prepared themselves to 
depart from the Nahan territory, attended by a considerable body of 
armed men and so to enter the Kahlur territory and raise its penple by 
assuring them of having them secured the support of Lahore’*. In this 
way, the Ranis had possessed themselves of Bilaspur. Clerk further 
observed; *‘3uch measures projected and matured in the territory of a 
dependent prince and a prince too of all others the most beholden by the 
British Government, renders him, in my humble opinion, deserving of 
signal punishment* } He, therefore, recommended that either the 
Parganas of Ghunt and Bhagarwali, the revenue of which was about 
Rs. 6,064 a year, should be annexed to the British territory, or that 
the Raja should be fined Rs. 25,000 - a moiety of his annual income. 
According to Clerk, it was "most necessary for the Supreme Government 
to convince those allies whose duty it is by every means in their power 
to assist in the preservation of the public peace that they never will be 
suffered even to connive at its infraction with impunity’*. 


Talking about the mea^^ures he had adopted in order to preserve 
peace at Bilaspur, Clerk pointed out that he had placed 100 Ambala 
Sawars and 500 Patiala Sibandis at Bilaspur and some force of Patiala 
Sibandis and Rajputs at Kot which should be enough to guard the 
C 8-Sutlej territory of Raja Jagat Chand.- But that was not enough. 
He Was of the view that the proper condition of a subject ally of the 
British Government, situated as Raja Jagat Chand was, on the frontier 
of a foreign territory, should embrace the means of not only protecting 
his own territory against any invasion, but holding a certain and 
well-equipped qu' ta of troops at the disposal of the British Government 


U Clerk to Matealfe. Mareb 12 1840, B, N. 83, L. N. 150. 
Matealfd to Clerk* Maroh 16, 1840, B. N. 126, L. N. 51, 

2. Thai# measures were approved by Ooveromoot. 

B. N. 120, L. N. 47, March 1», 1840, 

B, N. 126. L. N, 62, March 16, 1840 
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for service elsewhere,^ Unfortunately, the predecessor of Jagat Cha ■ ^ 
had bef*n such a useless and tyrannical ruler that he had greatly impover¬ 
ished the country; the resources of the state did not- yield enough to 
provide a well-organised Hdministration. The late insurrection had 
worsened the situation as it had deferred for a still longer period the 
amelioration of affairs; the villages had become devastated. Raja Jagat 
Chand was a respectable but not an energetic man and Clerk once again 
expressed the wish that a British officer was needed more than ever 
who might be expected to pet tie the deserted villages, repair forts and 
improve the entire administration of the state * 


Metcalfe wrote to Clerk on April 3, 1840, and referrtd him to 
Thomason’s crirmnnicatirn ^'addrrsped to himself) in which the explana¬ 
tion of Raja Fateh ParVash of Nahan had been demanded by 
Government* In regard to the punishment proposed by Clerk for the 

Raja, the Lieutenant-Governor accepted his recommendation.* The 
required explanation of the Raja was sent by Clerk with his desr atch of 
May, 16, 1840, addressed to Metcalfe.® Clerk was not convinced by it as 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe. March 12, 1840, B.N.88, L. N. 160. 

2. The Lieuienant'Qoveroor eoaeidered favourably Clerlc*B propoiition but he had 
to OQAVult the Supreme Government before such an order could be issued. 
(B. N, 126, L N. 61). So no decisive action wae taken. 

S. Metcalfe io Clerk, April 3, 1840, B. N. 120, L. N. 61 

Thomason to Metealfe, March 25, 1840, B. N. 120, p. 110—11 

Thomason observed that the Lieut enant-Qoverner held that the Baja of 
Hehan bad criminally connived at the rebellion, secretly assitted the Ranis in 
their hoBtiU designs against Raja Jagat Chand and so deserved to be pnnished 
But His Honour was not satisfied by the weakness of oharaoter displayed by 
Jagat Chand in the crisis and so a eare^ul watch was to be kept on the 
Cbiefsbip. 

4, The Raja paid the fine (B. N. 84, I.. K. 2^0), ' 

5. Clerk to Metealfe, May 16, 1840, B. N. 83. L. K. 150. 

There is no copy of the fije's explanation attached with the deapato^ 

ff Olwk. 


he observed that he had nothing to add to what he hud reported. 
Further, he a sured that offic<T tiiat he would en leavour to make the 
best arrangement possible for the manageiurnt of the state. So, although 
the revolt was crushed and Jagat Chand allowed to rule, things were not 
very satisfactory in BilaspurV 

7. The British Government versus Keonthal. 

In April 1840,* Clerk reported on the affairs of Keonthal. There 

were three compla-nts against the Rana or the ruler, viz. (1) appointment 
of Giaru vazir. (2) his keeping as his concubine a woman of infamous 
character; and (3) his attempt to excite a revolt in Thcog. 


1, Thero wm an intorfsting sequel of the rebellion. It Bepinttl that Raja Jagat 

Chand had borrowed a big Sum of money from Raja Ham Saran of Hindur or 
Nalagarh during the rebellion on the security of certain forts nf his kingdom 
Naturally, he wanted te recover them. Clerk writing to Erskline, Sub-Commiesionsr 
North.'West Province, agreed with him that K<iju Ram Saran should continue 
to hold these forts of Uildspur until HajaJugat Chand liquidated hie debt of 
Re. 1, 00, 967 due to the former. 

(From a j»encUled noto of .Herk, dated Marob25 ISW, 15. N '53 msertoJ 
between p. 230>31. Also see Clerk to M i ch 2i, U 3, 15. N 87, L N. 117 

and Richmond to Hamiltion, August 4, 1843, B. N. 87 L. N. 269). 

2, Clerk to Metcalfe, April 19, 1840. B. N. 83, L. N. 155. 

In November 1839, Maddock bad sent to Clerk a copy of a despatch which 

ho had addressed to Metcalfe. The Governor-General had expressed a desire to 

have a further report cn the general character of the Keonthal ruler as a 
' complaint had been made againat him. According to Maddock, the Governor- 
General could not come te any conclusion as to the validity of the charges 
adduced against the Raua. He further observed : “The Rana may also bo 
permitted to afford a proof of hie aesertion that he has not demanded or exacted 
from the Thakur of Thcog more tribute than he is entitled to.It occurs 

to Hie Lordship that the relations between the Raua and his dependent might 

be more definitively fixed.” 

Maddock to Clerk, November 7, 1839, B, N. 39, L. N. 54. 

„ Metoalfo, „ „ • » P* 666 and 666 A. 

Also see, Erskine to Clerk, July 28, 1841, B. N. 60, L, N. 23, 
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About the hrst complaint. Clerk wrote that the Rana had stated 
to him that Bhola, the father of Giaru, was the Waair; but he -also 
admitted that, on account of the infirmity of Bhola, Giaru, though not 
installed formally as a Wazir, had been permitted to assume the more 
active duties of the office. Clerk also had a talk with Bhola who, though 
illiterate, struck him “as a man capable of being employed in many 
concerns relating to the Hill management’*. Giaru seemed to Clerk “to be 
shrewd and a knave” and was a Chaprasi at Sabathu formerly. That 

Was the reason why Colonel Tapp did hot think him fit to hold the office 
of the Wazir but Bhola was an able person and in every way fit to be 
the Wazir.^ 


Clerk admitted that Colonel Tapp been desirous of raising the 
standard of the qualification of a Wazir and so might have demurred to 
the employment of Giaru. But the end in view could more effectually 
be attained by evincing more indifference to that irresponsible personage 
and a constant care to make manifest the obligations in which the Rana 
himself should be directly held to discharge his duties towards his people 
and towards the British Government. If a ruler were made to feel that 
he himself were strictly responsible for every act of mal-administration 
that may reflect discredit on the paramount state of which he held his 
territory, he would comprehend also that the selection of a Wazir was 


1. Clerk also made hie obeervairions on the institution of the **VVazarat*\ Muoh 
importance had been publicly attached to the seleotion of the Wazir and that 
it had been the practice of the local British agent to uphold an inatiiution found 
existing at the period ofite earliest connection with the Hdli. But he thou|^t 
the institution to be incompatible with any capacity in a chief to govem« ag 
it excluded every range of talent or energy on his part, tha greater the political 
ecneideraticnB bestowed on the irresponsible ofQoer of the Wazir, the leas would 
be the sense of the Chief's own responsibility. Clerk further remarked : '‘This 
is not the oonditioo in whiob the British Government would desire to see any of 

its vassals on whom the wel fare of numbers depends. Formerly tboughrhsftam 

disadvantages inherent in those irresponsible and generally hersditazy 

were apparent to the British functionaries, thsy wars avsrse front deinv 
anything to suppress them from the apprehension of thus enoroaehing on the* 

presoriptivs rights of individuals". Otork pointed out that it was satikfaetory 

to observe that the emancipation of the Chiefs had oonsiderably-ttdvsnoodt^ ^ 




[ 357 ) 


his own concern. It was Clerk's wish that Government 5»hould follow a 

con'istent policy in such cases, and he wrote: ''Magrant acts of tyranny 
towards individuals or deterior tion of the domain restored to him bv 

the British Government should be punished by its resumption to the 

dominion of the company and the bestowal of pittance for his support”. 

Finally, he was of the view that Government should not interfere in the 

selection of the Wazir; rather it should allow the Chiefs to have their 

own nominee,' at the same time warning them of the consequences of a 

bad choice. 

In regard to the second complaint of keeping a concubine. Clerk 

felt that Government could not intervene in the matter, even though 
the woman might exercise an influence over the affairs of the Rana. In 

the last interview which Clerk had with him, the Rana told him that he 
had formally assigned to the Rani for her maintenance the Pargana of 
Jai. Clerk added that the Rana had informed him of the measure in 
order that should anxiety over again be felt as to her condition, the 
British Government might know what ie her appointed provision and if 
it should think proper protect her enjoyment of it.* 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, Appril 19, 1840, B. N. 83, L. N 155. 

Clerk observed : “OeDorolIy speaking when a Thakur ii neither a minor 
nor an idiot, more of time and attention of the British Government would be ^ 

requisite to uphold an eligible Wazir of its own choice and at the same time 
less efficiently attain towards the ful61me t of the proper objects of the state, 
than is allowing the Chiefe to make the beei he can of his own chosen officer 
under a salutary fear of the consequences liable to result to himself through 
^ their incapacity”. 

I, Clerk to Metcalfe, April 19, 1840, B. N. 83, L. N. 156. 

Later on, the Rana resumed this Pargana although, at the persuasion of 
Qovernment, he promised to grant to the Rani another piece of land equivalent 
in revenue (B. N. 132, L. K. 4). 


I 


Clerk next referred to the third complaint against the Rana ot 
exciting a revolt in Theog. The Thakur of Theog had preferred such a 
complaint in the'.Sabathu office. The worst feature of the case was the 
correspondence betwaen Jaita, an influential zamindar of Theog, and a 
woman, in the establishment of the Rana of Keonthal. The political 
Agent carefully examined Jaita who admitted that he occasionally 

received letters from tbe**woman in question on the subject of a change 
of administration in Theog. But the defence of the Rana was that the 
Thakur of Theog, having abrogated all the other conditions proper to 
vassalage, had preferred a complaint against him to escape the payment 
of tribute due to him. The Thakur “aimed at accomplishing the sole 
act wanting to enable him to repudiate the connection, by paying to 
the Britisli Government the tribute which the British Government has 
by its *Sanad’ guaranteed that he should pay to the Rana'Vi 


Clerk assembled ail the interested persons. The tribute paid by 
Theog was Rs. 500 per annum. On investigation, it was found that the 
Thakur had to pay also an arrear of Rs. 600 only. So the total of 
Rs. 1100 was to be paid by Thecg to the ruler of Keonthal by Sambat 

1896-1839-40. This was acknowledged by the Vakils of Theog before 

Clerk. At his persuasion, an engagement was drawn in writing and the 
Theog agents agreed to liquidate it by the end of Sawan. Another sum 
of Rs. 400, demanded by the Keonthal ruler, as a *nazrana*, was relin- 

4 

quished. The Rana expressed some anxiety for the maintenance of the 
terms of the grant under which he held his possessions, in so far as it 
related to Theog. The ‘Sanad, or the grant provided for the perpetual 
subjection of Theog to the Rana and declared that he was to help the 
Thakur as well as the peop e of that district to collect porters and troops 
that may be required from them by the British Government. It also 
prescribed that the Thakur of Theog was to recognise the Rana of 
Keonthal as his acknowledged master, to consider himself liable to be 
turned out if he disobeyed the latter's orders or if he neglected to pay 
the tribute of Rs. 500 in two half yearly instalments. The position of 



I, Olerk to Metoalfe, April 19, 1840, B. N» 83» L. N, 166. 



the two parties did not nccord with the above t» \Tns and Clerk observed 
that if the lernrn liad not been rescinded, he woul 1 recommend n due 
advertence io them by the ^'upeiintcndii Agei.t; Clrrl^ Wi»p also ag .inst 
the residence of a I'heog Vakil at the Agency as it led to a distracted 
ftate of things in Theosr. Clerk was also not sure whether Theog existed 
only under the ‘Sannd’ granted to Kronthal or its rights had been 
separately acknowledged by the Briii-h Govt rnment.' 


There were tix letters ^^hich the Rana was alleged to have written 
with a view to deposingjthe late Thakur of Tlieog or to ex- iting a revolt 
in that territory. In that connf ction, Clerk saw Rana Sansar Singh of 

Keonthai alone. According to him, he was not devoid of acuteness and 
some intelligence regarding hii affairs and that he denied the authenti¬ 
city of five onv of six letters. As Clerk observed: “It is difficult to 
conceive that a man of this type would deliberately perjure himself in 
the very solem f rm of oath, in which he voluninrily before me, and, 
as he tells me, had in Mr. Metcalfe's presence, denied \he authenticity 
of fiv out of six letters which I placed bt-fore him purporting to be 
written or attested by himself with a view to depose the Uie Thakur of 
Theog or to excite a revolt in that territory.” Clerk had no hesitauon 
in believing the Rma becaut-e no instance had ever come to his 

knowledge *‘of the principal committing himself in a document written or 

signed by himself”. 


In regard to the administration of Keonthai, Clerk remarked that 
it was not so mild, popular and vigorous as it had been in the days of 
ibe late Rani-mother and her minister Dhunkal. He wanted that the 
Rana should be awakened to his sense of responsibility,^ if he were to be 
deprived of all power and prestige, he might be rendered reckless and 


1, Clerk to Motoalfe, April 19, 1840, B. N. 88, L. N. 186. 

2. The Court of Directors appreoiated this attitude of Clerk and expressed a hope 
that Government would regulate its conduct towards the ruler of Keonthai by 

the spirit of this repiark (B. N. 132, N. 4.) 



more incapable, he should be admonished but the earliest opportunity 
should be taken of throwing back upon him at the same time in a formal 
manner ihe whole responsibility of governing territory firstly fltnd 
managing his relations with Theog according to the terms of his 
'Sanad*. He concluded his long letter by saying that the other Hill 
Chiefs were no better than the Rana of Kconthal.* 


In May, Metcalfe, in reply, sent a copy of a despatch of the 

Secretary at Agra, in which the Lieutenant- Governor concurred with the 
views expressed by Clerk who was thus able to ^persuade Government to 
: estore the ruler to his old position.® 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, Aj ril 19, 1840, B, N. 83, L. N. 166. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, May 16. 1840, B. N. 120, L, N. 89. 

Thomason to Metcalfe, May 11, 1840, B. N. 126, p. t04. 

Thomason wrote to Metoelfe that the Liieutenant*Govemor eononrred 
with Clerk’s views and that he should direct Colonel Tapp •• to adopt 

prospectively the course therein recommended.” He further remarked : ** . 

You are now authorised to forward to Rana Samar Chand a suitable Kbillat 
from Guveromeat, aceompanied by a oommunioat;OD from youfMlf oi^lQulatad to 
soothe him for the degradation be has already suffered, to impress hint with a 
due responsibility of hie station and bis obligation both to the paramount 
power and his feudatory Thakurs and to incite him to such a line of conduct in 
future as may promise to prove beneficial both to himself and to the people 

of his territory”. The Court of Directors, to whom the ease had been referred, 
was a little sceptical about the Rana’s administration. Hamilton, the 
Secretary at Agra, sent the following lines from one of its despatohes;— 

<*Ur. Clerk .made such report on imputations.against the Rana 

as has induced the Lieutenant-Governor to confer upon ib# Chief the Khilat 
which had been temporarily with-held from him. Although we are not prepared 
to disapprove this proceeding, Mr. Clerk's diselosurs of the Rans's oharaotsr 
and ot the administration oftho oonntry oantiutaa muob >aMgiVuig:»aaLlo^|he 
probable results of hisrols**. 

Bztrsot (psras 86 snd 84) «,f a despatch IJq. AugqidbMit Wl, 

Hami^on to Plsrk, January 10, la#^ Ptr 4 , 
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B The British Government versus ths Cis- Sutlej Chleis In regard to the 

Imposition of Duties. 

The policy of the East India Company had always been the 
encouragement of internal trade. But the country was divided into a 

number of states .dependent or independent .each of which 

possessed the right of levying duties on goods and merchandize. The 

Cis- Sutlej statf's were no exception to this rule, and impos ed duties 
on all mercharidizo passing thnmgh tlieir territories. Not only was this 
right a profitable source of income hut the Chiefs also viewed it as an 

attribute of sovereignty. The British Government desired to get these 
duties reduced and regularized and appealed to the states repeatedly, 
to this effect. There was no q-iestion of denying this nglit of imposing 
transit duties, but the real aim was to eliminate all obstruction in 
the way of internal trade*. 


The period of Clerk’s agency was marked by a dispute between 
Batiala and Government on the question ot Simla duties. In 1830,* 
Kennedy, the Political Agent at Sabathu, addressed Hawkins, the Resident 
at Delhi, on complaints made by several traders frequei ting these 
states of the numerous transit duties cxactid by the protected Sikh atates, 
but panicularly by the Patiala Raja who levies at three differett Chowkiea 
between this place and Pinjor. a distance of fifty miles.*' He suggested 

that the Patiiila Government be called upon to declare a tariff of duties 

on rntTchandize and articles of consumption taxed at Pinjor and to hold 


1. Whenever any state or principality lapstil to the British Government, tho very 

first thing that it did was to abolish the transit duties prevailing in it. 

How popular this abolition was, would be apparent from a letter of Wade 

to Murray. Writing to Elliott, the Governor. Cencrel's agent at Delhi, 

Murray sent the letter of Wade, Political Assistant at Ludhiana, showing the 
satisfaction of the lapsed ehtatos at the abolition of all customs and transit 

(B N. 72, L N. 185. October 8, IS24|' 

2. Kennedy to Hawkins, October 9, 1830, B. N. 31, L. N. 36. 

The customs duties levied at Horipur and Pinjor were also questioned in 1829 by 

Lt, Pat Gerard, in charge of the Company’s commercial affairs. 

(B. N. 23, L. N. 8, January 10, 182J|. 
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the farmers of them responsible for its infraction.* He also forwarded 
results of inquiries made by him from certain merchants trading 
in Simla.® 

, The question was referred by Government to Clerk for his 
observations. Clerk dealt with the whole question in a carefully 
prepared despatch dated September 30, 1831®. He wrote that ho had 
taken the opportunity of suggesting to the agents of Patiala “ to 
communicate to the Raja the anxious desire of the Governor-General to 
devise tome mode for the protection of traders resorting to Simla against 
the present vexations to which they complain of being subjected from the 
oppressive taxation laid on their goods by the Pati la Government". 
Clerk met Kapur Singh, a trusted agent of Patiala, and had a talk with 
him. The conclusion to which he had arrived was that the ruler of 


1. Later, Kennedy wrote to Hawkins that he had read the Sanads* under which 

Patiala held his hill territory.the one for five Parganae of Baghat under 

the seal and signature of Lord Moira, dated, September 3, 1816, the other for 
eleven Parganas of Keonthal under the same authority dated September 19, 1816, 
and that in both the documents, the right of the Raja to levy transit duties is 


distinctly recognised; in Ilaqa Baghat to Rs. 1600 per &Tin>nn and in Keonthal 
without mention of any specific sum, since which date the agents of the Raja 
levied duties in the territory thus ceded to him. Kennedy admitted that the town 

and territory of Pinjor were held under a different ‘Sanad’. He further observed: 

• % 

.the transit duties at Bar, Pinjor and Haripur.are given in farm by 

the Patiala Raja to the highest bidders and there being no check on control, the 

petitioners are left at the mercy of the farmers who.generally levy a greater 

or lees tax upon individuals according to their apparent means and ability to 
pay. The abuses inherent in such a system act as a check upon the commercial 

prosperity of the Hill provinces and I.submit for your consideration 

the propriety of restricting the agents of the Patiala Raja from levying transit 
duties upon goods passing the Cbowkies at Pinjor, Bar and Haripur at more than 
one of the said mentioned places and that they be furnished with fixed rates for 
•U descriptions of goods. 

(November 11,^830* B. N. 31> p. 57-68}, 


2. Kennedy to Hawkins, B. K* 31, p. 68-60. < 

* 

3. Clerk to Prins^, September 30, 1831, B. N. 77, L, N. 89. 

Clerk sent a copy oftho letter to Martin also. * ^ 

' : (B. H. 77, L. K. 88^ 
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Patiala, if encouraged to express hie opinion freely, would evince great 
tenacity on the subject of duties levied by him in the Pinjor valley 
and upwards. That was rather surprising *'on the part of a chief, who 
is so specially beholden to the British Government for the rank and 
ronsideration he at present enjoys Kapur Singh proposed to 
discontinue the two Chowkies of Bar and Haripur and to lay on Pinjor 
the transit duties now levied at the two former places, as he was anxious 
to leave Clerk favourably impressed with the accommodating intentions 
of the Patiala ruler. 


Accorvling to Clerk, there was essential difference between the 
duties h vied at Pinjor and tliose imposed at Bar and Haripur. It was 
wrong for the Raja to assert that Government had bestowed upon him 
the produce of the duties at the latter two places. In his support, the 

Raja referred to the "Sanads' granted by the British when it granted 
the Hill territory to Patiala, after the conclusion of the Gurkha War 
Clerk was emphatically of the opinion that Patiala had no right of 
establishing, in the Parganas allotted to her, such Chowkies as Gover*- 
ment on its own part had abolished. Moreover, the duties were to be 
imposed only in those parts which Government had reserved to itself. 
The farmers of the ‘Snnads', Clerk felt, would not have neglected the 
opportunity then offered for the protection and furtherance of trade. 
Ho reminded Prinsap how on September 30, 1814, Government before 

granting the territory, conquered from the Gurkhas, to the Hill Chiefs 

ordered them to allow to the subjects of the company and to their goods 
and merchandizJja free right of passage.' 

Although the Raja might net admit it, yet it was clear that no 
Chowkies existed at Bar and Haripur, previous to the grant. This fact 
could be corroborated by a statement mmde by the Local British 

'authorities in charge of Baghat and Keonthal when some of their 

Parganas were about to be transferred to Patiala. Clerk concluded by 
remarking ; **I am included to think that such restrictions on trHf&c as 

are at present the subject of complaint against the Chowkies (Stablished 


Clerk to Priasop, September 30, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 80. 


f 


and maintained at Bar and H iripur are an unwarrantable assumpt ion 
6n the part of the Pathda Rej.'" With regard to the Chowki ^at Pinjor' 

the position was altogether different. It was held by !Patiala oli a,grant 
previous to any connection with the British Government and the state 
was entitled to tax gocds by the third clause of the Proclamati n of 1809. 
irhus Patiala was within its rights in keeping a Chowki at Pinjot.* 

4 * • 


In this despatch, clerh also took the oppoitunity of apprizing 
Government about duties on the timber in Jumna,^ which used to be 
foimerly levied by the Chiefs. The view which Government then took 
was the abolition of these duties, without eompensat on, could onty be 
effected by means of negotiations and by an adjustment of the diffefent 

cla ms of the Chiefs concerned; even then the proposed ccmmutation 
'cbuld scarcely be contidered a measure of compulsion Although 
Government, in the Proclamation of 1809, had stipulated for the free 


_ _____ 

1. Clerk to Prinsep, feptembei 30, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 89- 

2. It is interesting to note that Patiala only derived about Rs, IIGO a year from the 
three posts. 

3. Clerk was anxious to open the Jumna for navigation, as it would have cheapened 
the transport of goods. If some how or other. *‘great unavoidable and infinite 
delay” be avoided, the merchants would gladly use the Jumna. He gave the 

example of a boat laden with *Bhang’ which had been detained for about a month 
by Begam 8amm*s officers and a jduty of Bs. 100 was levied before it was 
released. There were not many natural obstacles, as the river contained enough 
water except for a few weeks in January and February; at times, rainfall removed 
this defect. The river would provide a better means of transport than land, 
which was inter-sected by a new Chowki every ten or twelve miles. According to 
Clerk, the only impediment to the navigation was **in liability to exactions and 
detention from the Sikh Chiefs and proprietors residing cdong the bimk of th,® 
river . Although the Chiefs had the right to impose duties on merchandize, by* 
the Proclamation of 1809, yet Clerk desired that they should be told plainly that 
in the event of the navigatiorTbeing opened, they would not be allowed ‘*to view 

it as opening a new source of profit to them”. 

(B. N. 78, L. N. 31).J 

4 . Even as early as 1819, Birch had suggested the payment of a compensation to the 
Chiefs for the loss of timber-duty (B. N, 66, L. N. 10); for example, he paid R 8* 
306iy7/3 as c o mpensation (B. N. 64, N. 37). Oohteilony had fixed th?> ^ate o* 
such duties (B. N, 61, LL. N. 68 & 84), 
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Clerk 


sit of British mnnufactures and of horses for cavalry, Clerk wap ol 
view that this stipulation fully implied the relinquishment to the 
CWefs^of an entire discretion to levy wlintever duties they liked.' 
clearly pointed out that Government had definitely abstained from 

negotiating for their abolition. Even about a duty on grain, the states 

were told that Government was not prepared to claim any exemption on 
that account. Thus these Chiefs had from such decisions derived great 
confidence in their expectation of preserving a prerogative to which they 
attached a great value.* 


According to Clerk, the total amount realized from the duties 
levied throughout the Protected Sikh states between the Sutlej and the 
Jumna was Rs. 34115 only; at Jagadhari the transit duty amounted td 
Rs. 12,2‘ 0, half of it belonged to Rani Sukhan, one of the two widow? 

of Sardar Bhagwnn Singh of Buria while the other half was taken by 

Government.* If it wanted to further the interest of traders by aboW 
shing duti* s, it would have to begin by abolishing the imposts levied 
at Jagadhari. Clerk believed that the number of CLowkis was not 



J. Clerk referred to the Articles G and 7 of the Proolnraation ol* 1809 which wer<^, op 
follows:— 

ArtieJe 6. All European articles brought by mercbnnts from the Eastern districts 
for the use of the army, shall be allowed to pass by the 'j’haiicdars and Sayerdura 

of the several Chiefs, without molestation and the demand of tlio duty. 

Article 7. All horses purchased for the use of the cavalry regiments, whether in 

the district of Sirhind or elsewhere.shall be alIowe<l to pass through the 

country on the said Chiefs without molestation ai.d the demand of the duty 

(Cunningham, p. 498, Appendix XXVI). 

Moreover, these concessions were only meant for the army and not for purposes 

of genera 1 tr€kde. 

2. Clerk to Prinsep, September 30, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 89. 

♦ 

I, In reality, bothEani Sukhan and the British Government derived Ks, 10,000 a 

year each from the duties levied at Jegadhari which included more than halfa 

dcsen kinds of duties imposed in Buria and Jagadhari, (B. N. 81, BN. 132). 
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was established 

by KaUhal at ‘Simalka' which yielded only ten rupees a year. If Iho 
^vernor-General considered.that the condition of roads vfas any obstacle 
to the trade of Simla, Clerk suggested the expediency of ropening out a 
route from JagadEari to Simla, by cutting the Kiarda Valley. The new 
route, in comparison with the route to Pinjor. woul^ be liable to 
molestation "from very few independent authorities".; the , British 
overnment could make its own terms with the Raja of Sirmur,.,through 
whose territory a considerable part of the route would lie.r 


Personally, Clerk was not in favour of the total abolition of the 
transit duties* levied by the Sikh Chiefs, as they had to maintain the 
security of the roads along which they were levied; in other words the 
imposts weie a means of re-imbursing the proprietor for the security from 
molestation enjoyed by those passing through his possessions The high 
?pads were kept in a tolerable condition by the Chiefs at thfeir own 
expense. Moreover, the Chiefs had to maintain police for the protection 
of these roads.* Clerk emphatically declared that it would be an extreme 
measure to annul their rights to the toll. In his opinion the amount of 
tWe duties was no obstacle to the commer. ial intercourse. It was the 

uncertainty of the exactions, which really retarded trad- So Clerk did 



Clerk to Prinsep, September 30. 1831^ B. N. 77 , L. N. 89 

On December 24, 1831, Mar, in forwarded to Clerk a copy of a letter addreseed by 
Pr,nsep to one Lieutenant White, who was "to examine and report upon the 
praot.cab,lity of opening a road to Simla from the neighbourhood of Nah„ ,o a. 
to ioio the road......in the Ki.rdadun and afford a convenient and short outlet to 

the lams . lieutenant hue was to communicsto with Kennedy and also to 

hod out if this rrad would prove better than that between Fabathn and Bar- ho 
wae als . to state tl.e cost and to make ioquiries about the territories v ( the 
Chiefs through which it would pasd. 

Martin to Clerk, December 24, 1831 B. N. 31, L. N. 97. 

Prinsep to White, December 4. 1831. B. N. 31, p. 164. 

i I 

• w 

5. Iho problem created by transit duties wne also taken up by Boss in 1823 He 
admitted the inconvenience caused by their imposition and tried to diBouss the 
question how far the British Government could interfere. 

ilij* • T n . t * 

(B. N. 71, L. W. 60, 3'auuary SI, X83S][.i, ., 
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not desire ihc total abolition of these duties; moreover, such an action 
would be harsh for the Chiefs. In conclusion, he remarked; ‘*1 would 
submit with deference whether a measure for specifically regulating thfvse 
charges on trade might m t be rendered fully efficacious towards the 
encourogementof trade, insofar as its furtherance now depends upon 

circumstances of the nature in particular at the same time that it might 
be shown to be beneficial to the Sikh Sardars themselves.^ 


To this lengthy despatch, Prinsep, Secretary to the Governor- 
General, sent a reply * To him it appeared from the result of Clerk’s 
inquiries that the Chowkis established by the Raja of Patiala at Bar and 
Haripur were placed at these points subsequent to the completion of th« 

road to Simla constructed by Government, while the Chowki at Pinjor 

was older. He quoted the opinion of ihe Governor- General, who wanted 
the levy of duties on the hew Go\ ernment hill-road ^ at the two points 

• 4 , 

named to be discontinued. His Lordship had resolved to take this 

course.'though he was of the opinion that the Pinjor Chowki must be 

left, the Raja being free to collect duties there as heretofore.® 



1. Clerk to Prinsep, September 30, 1831, B. N. 77, L, N. 89. 

4 

Clerk quoted the case of Shalmbad tlie Sardars who had to keep a force of 75 
Sepoys for the protection of their road. 

See also, B. N. 80, L. N. 197, and B. N. 81, L. N. 11. 

2. Prinsep to Clerk, November 11, 1831, B. N. 31, L. N. 87. 


3. About eleven years later (May 9, 1842) once again, the question of Simla customs 
was raised by the Political Agent at Sabathu, Clerk wrote to him to the follow- 
ing effect 


«<......Ibeg leave to observe that I do not consider^.that the ordehj of 

Government.referred to contemplated abolition of ordinary duties oT any 

Chowkis of the Sikh or hill Chiefs and cert^y not those of any Chowkis which 

ore not situated on the main thb plains to Simla. 

{Coniin&i’from j.dge^368) 
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Clerk was instructed to explain to the Raja of Patiala the decision 
of the Governor- General and the reason for it. > Further if the Raja! could 

show that the duties levied at those places f<!>i‘ined any.'part df'sayer, 

included in the Govi rnment *Sanads, his claim to remuneration for the less 
of what he had purchased would be fairly >con 5 idered.> The obj ct Of 

Government was declared to ba the improvement and facilitation of the 
means of communication either by constrm.iion of roads or abolition of 
the Chowkis; no new Chowkis could be aUowed to be set up by the 

jitates. 


In regard to the levying of duties by the Sikh Chiefs, it was 

clearly declared that the Governor- General had no intention of interfer- 

« 

ing with the authority exercised by them within their respective 

pi>ssessions. If possible, the Governor-General wanted to establish 
one set of Chowkis ” for the levy of duties once for the whole country"; 
the proceeds were to be divided afterwards amongst the Chiefs according 

to the extent of their respective possession. Only the method of 

persuasion was to be used for that purpose.^ If Clerk could do it, ha 

% 

should try to affect it; the princes were to be told that there was no 

9 



{Continiud from page 367) 

The intention of Government 1 should rather conceive to have been to prevent 
new Chowkis being established by Chiefs in or^Ar to intercept supplies proceeding 
to a British station or the rates of their old Rahdari duties being raised with a 
vie.v speedily to realise unusual exactions on n trade so created or revised. 


I cannot imagine thot Government Would see ony reasbn-in abrogating the 
ancient rights of Chiefs, rights of which they are the most tenacious as denoting 
(Tiieftaincy in having for its own convenience cstablislied a distant station oh 
the frontier with their domains intervening. Besides wo invariably hold the 
Chiefs very strictly to the obligations of protection which according to their 
prescriptive rules the levying of such customs imposes upon*thom". ■ t 

(B.N.86,L.N. 478);- 

The letter showed clearly that Qovominbjit wds'hdt trying td disturb' the old 
rights of the Chiefs.ond that this view remained unohonged feur along time *‘ t 

1 . Pnnsep to Clerx, November 11, 183l» B. N, 31,1^; K. 87* 

■. t i'--: 

{O n in^ I pagt 36 q) 
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intcs^tion to interfere with their established rights and privileges.' 


The attitude of Gwernm-nt towards tariffs, imposed by the 
Chiefs, waBCStplaincd by Clerk, in a letter^ to Turner, Magistrate at 
Saharanpuir; He wruti that he had addr.s^ed several Sikh Chiefs. 
Whosr possessions wore situated on the banks of the Jumna, to be 
informed whether the rates of dut es and tolls now levied by them in 
their respec ive Ilaq-is had varied from the fixed rates, which they had 
furnished to tlie office in 1822 for the informAiim of the British 
authorities. Cler* added that no nuteri.il variation had taken place 
vithin the last ten years. 



{CoHtinued Jroiti ptge 36 h) 


ThftO-jvnum ul «t ti i.ea triad to buy out Chiefd ; fjr ex%tnp’e Bejam Sarard 
w^Btobipai by U>If*yeafly iastalmouts the sum of It I. 4463/12/6 wh.oh she had 

»,ewd to occep . in commutation of her ritfht to collect dutioa at aU her gliAU 

on Juni'ia above nad bolow Delhi (B N, 3^, L. N. 102, October 31. IB82). 

« 

While wri-JuR ft nt'te on the navigation of the Jumna, Clerk ha^ drawn Govern¬ 
ment 'a atieiitim to theeiuctims ofBJgin Samru and obsorvad : “I do not aeo 
howaueb ill lespeotto this trait of the river ara diitinguishablo from 

the emil-ir rights which the Sikh Chiefs sO aifiatad will aUega to belong tO', 
them”. He was of thft vi6w that Oovornme.it ahouU reacind this right of beta , 
«ml if this were not possible, to reguUte her imposts (B. N. 76, h N.31, Juaeo 

10, 1832). That was why Govern neat enteroi intj th» abavs agraernai'.. 

1. PrLnsop observed: -If by persuasion a.nd explanation of tho advantages of suoh 
an arrangomciit. you can procuro its adoption, tho Governor-Genoral thinks the 

object a very proper o.ne for you to attempt effecting but it is not his desire that 

any otherinfluejico but that of porsdasion should be used.” 

% * 

Caork again dealt with the question of tlie estahlioliment of one sot of Chowkio* for 
the whole country to a letter of Deoembor 1833. He explained that the proposafe for 
tho reviflion of transit duties levied by tho protected Chiefs, were not carried into 
effect, becauBC tlio Chiefs were opposed to tho measures. He added that if tho 
arrangements were first to be introduced in the Lahore dominions, the Protected 

Chiefs would also agree. 

Clerk to Fraser, December 31 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 173* 

3. Clerk to Turner, December 14, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 154, 


Clerk then dealt with Turner's proposal to modify the transit 
duties. As Clerk pointed out, however desirable the proposal might be, 
he was precluded, by the tenor of the instructions of Government, from 

exercising any interference with the rights of the , Sikh Chiefs. 

# * 

Government had on several occasions recorded their specific orders on the 
subject. He also quoted the third article of the Proclamation of 1809 
which guaranteed the Protected Chiefs the full exercise of the authority 
in their own possessions wRich they enjoyed before they came under the 
British protection: that was a clear recognition of the right to impose 

whatever transit duties they chose. Clerk also quoted the view of the 
Governor-General which refuted the general view held the that Sikh Chiefs 
were entitled only to duties levied in 1809.* The view had not changed; 
as Clerk pointed out further that when he had drawn up a report in 1831 
on the trade and transit duties of the entire tract of the country between 
the Sutlej and the Jumna, the Governor-General had expressed his 
determination not to inteifere with the established rights and privileges of 
the Chiefs; nor was Eis Lordship prepared to prescribe any particular 
course of action to them in any branch of their local administration. 


In December, 1832.Macnaghten addressed a communication to 
Clerk in which the latter was asked to find means for relieving the trade 


atross the protected Sikh States also frem the frequent stoppages and 
demands for duty between the Sutlej atd the Jumna.* He agreed with 

Clerk that obstruction to trade did not consist so much in the aggregate 
amount of the duties dairanded as in the liability to frequent stoppages 


1. Clerk to Turner, December 14, 1832, B. N. 77, L. K. IM. 



Clerk observed : “The Governor -Genernl in Council is decidedly of opin’on thvt 
we cannot in juatice take the ground that the Sikh Chiefs are entitled only to tho 

duties levied in 1809**. 

Mocnaghten to Clerk. Eeccinbcr 16. 1832, B. K. 32, L. N. 126. 


Macnagnten had Written to wade expressing the graUfication of tho Govemor- 

leneral at the attempt of Maharaja Eanjit Singh to systematise the transit duties 
B N 82 p 66.B). Wade had informed Mocnaghton of what the Maharaja was 
oing in ihe way of regulating the duties levied between Attock and. Phillaum 
B. N. 82, L. N. 18B, November 9» 1832). 
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and consequently to delays and exactions. According to Macnaghten. 
the only remedy was to induce the native states concerned to abolish al 
the intermediate Chowkis and to collect their dues at one place on either 
frontier, in the manner proposed by Maharaja Ranjit singh. Tlie 
collection of duties was not to be undertaken by the British Government.* 
Clerk was instructed to prevail upon the Chiefs to adopt the idea; a tariff 
was to be published, indicating the established rates of duty. The syeterft 
was first to be introduced on the road from Delhi to Amritsar; later on. 
if successful, it could be adopted on the Jagadhari-Ludhiana road. In 
other words, the plan proposed by Macnaghtcn was Similar to that of 
Prinsep, which he had propounded in his letter of November 11, 1831. 
Ihe reply given by Clerk was that the Chiefs were opposed to the 
measure. However, he tried to do something in the matter. In a letter 
to Fraser, dated July 25, 1833/ he wrote that he had negotiated the 
amount of compensation to be paid to different Chiefs in lieu of duties to 
be levied upon all goods on the Jumna and was submitting the proposal 
for the sanction of Government. The negotiations were long and tedious 
as the Sardars bad formed an exaggerated estimate of their income from 
this source. But, as Clerk remarked, time and explanation had taught 
them to view the subject more correctly. An agreement, sealed and 
signed, had been deposited in the Agency Office at Ambala. The under¬ 
mentioned Chiefs were promised the amount shown against each®: — 



0 

Rs. 

(a) 

Rani Sukhan of Dialgarh and Jagadhari. 

300 

(b) 

Mai Ram Kunwar of Chillaundi, 

50 

(c) 

Mai Jian of Thanesar. 

350 

(d) 

Sardar Ajit Singh of Ladwa. 

200 

(e) 

Nawab Mchy-ud-din Khan of Kunjpura. 

100 

a) 

Nawab Ghulam Ali Khan of Kunjpura. 

15o 


Total : 

• 

1,150 


1. Wade was In favour of the British Government undertaking this duty. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, B. N. 59. 79, L. N. 59. 

Government had directed Clerk to effect a pecuniary compromise with the Chiefs. 

I 

3. Ibid 

Clerk added that the first three would lapse to Government, after the death of 
the present occupants. 
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Another problem that Clerk had to face was smuggling, which 
went on, at times with the connivance of the British Customs Officials 
ted those of the Chiefs. Government was anxious to stop it iOr 

establishing a customs preventive h'ne along a ranul .the Bhah 

.which ran from the Hills in the North to Delhi. In April 1836, 

Metcalfe requested Clerk to ascertain and report on the “practicability 
^ introducing with the free consent of the Chiefs concerned, the British 
Ci^oms Chowkis and management into their territory" « Clerk in reply 
pointed out that the constmetion of the canal had inflicted suffering 
®n the people.* Peasants, whose lands were intersected by the Canal, 
had to swim across for eight months in a year in order to cnltivate their 
fields. So he recommended constmetion of three bri-iges to minimise 
this evil.5 Further, m all cases of temporary destmetion of crops .or 
ipennanent Joss of arable land by submertijn, he had granted fu 1 
eompensation. without making any distinction between the subjects of 
the British Government and those of the Chiefs Although the latter 
were not actuated by the idea of promoting the happiness of the people;* 
yet they were against the introduction of Customs Choukis in their 
terxitcay.Clerk cited the example of Sardarni Sukhsn of Dyalgaxh.* 



1. Sdetcalfe to Clerk, April 22, 1836, B. N. 35, L. N. 19. 

2, Clerk to Matcalfe, October 23, 1835, B. N. 81, L. N. 120. 


As Clerk obserVed later, the canal had been built without obtaining the consent 
of the Chiefs, 


3. Metcalfe expressed the approval of Government but wanted to know the prcbahle 
expense which it would have to bear. 

(B, N. 35, L. N. 671. 

4. Clerk remarked : “Sikh proprietors are not commonly remarkable fora considera¬ 
tion for the welfare and comfort of the people subjected to them”. 

(B. K. 81, L. N. 120) 


She was one ofthetwo widows of Bhagwan Singh of Buna and had a moiety of 

the duties levied at Jagadhari, a very important emporium, while the other 
moiety was possessed by the British Government. The inecine form the 
Jagadhari duies was about Es. 26,000 per annum. After mooting the expenses of 
collection, amounting to Es. 6,000, the remainder was divided equally between 
the two oo-sharers. She expressed her unwUlingness to the introduetion of 
British ouBtoms stations, although Clerk felt that her demur to the pmpoaal 
was not genuine and that she was ready "to he bribed to oom^". Qn 
Metcalef -B inquiry as to the nature of thrf Bnrdami’s expectation. Clerit f^d 

■ 







Metcalfe again approached Clerk on the question of establi8hiI)^^ 
3n*isb Customs...Houses within the territories of the Protected 
JPrinces. He wrote a despatch to Clerk dated May 1836, and also 
forwarded a map prepared by the Collector of Government Customs, 
showing tbe posit ioiU of the line of the proposed Chowkis.' Clerk w.is 
also asked .to say whether the places noted by the Collector wore 

auhject to British control. 


{Continued from pnge 372) 

that she wonted to bo paid Ra. 10,000 a year.half in money and Iho otlur 

half in lands, the lattor incliidinp six and a half villagos, Ritnnto<l to tholoftrf 
the canal, which onco boloiigod to hor sistor-widow but wore now with Govor:.- 
ment. As Clerk obsor\'o<l : *‘TIjo importnnro slio ntinchesto a cession ofth'^ 
kind is in proporticn to her dread of tho onnoynnee sho anticipates from tl *' 
interferenco of tho custoins.oflficors \ On these terms, sho would agree to Oh' 
proposal of Government. If these terms woro not considored attmetivo f,. 
Government, Clerk proposed another altoniativo. Sukhan wcis anxious 
•provide for her brothers. As all her eetato would lopse to Government, sho w et 
anxious to provide for her brothers. If Government c^ould sco its way t' ' 
sanctioning tho assignment. Clerk was sure that tho Sardami would ngrjo 
tho establishment of tho British Ciistoms-Houfes Ho added that ho him^eit 
was in favour of accepting tlio Sjuxlami’s condition although ho was wise cnoii..h 
not to allude to the subject in conversation with her agent thinking that h*- 
might “awaken hopes of a nature which it wouhl occasion mueli pain t** 

disappoint*. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, October 23, IRS.*!, B. N. 81, L "K 120. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, October 30, 1H3.'>, B N. 35. L N 67- 
Clerk to Metcalfe, November 12, 1835, B. N, 8l, L. N. 132. 

1. Metcalfe to CTerk, May 26, 1836, B. N. Z\ L. N. 42. 

Bual by to Metcalfe, May 14, 1836, B. N. 36, p. 132. 

Busbby had asked Metcalfe to ascertain from Clerk whether the Sikh Ch.cf'' 
would be willing *Hhat the custoroa preventive line phouM be established in tlio 

territories along the canal”. As said b* fore, the canal.Shnh Nebr . 

ran from th 3 Hills in the North to Delh-. The portion up to Kamal passed 
through villages belonging to the Trotected Princea while the lower portioir 
through the Briiieh territory. As regards the latter, the customs—line conld 

be carried without any trouble; in regard to the former also, the Salar Board 

of Revenne did not apprehend “any insuperable difficulties in the way". 

although much depended on the determination of Government to aupport the 
arrangement; the Secretary of the Board wanted that Clerk should be direetiv 

approached, and informed of tho degree of importance attached by Governmont 
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Clerk made a reply in Aagiut 1836.> Among tlie places men¬ 
tioned by Mr. Smith, the Collector of Government Customs, the British 

4 e 

Government had joint interest in Buria, Khizrabtd and‘Jagadhari. 
Clerk aiso referred to his despatches of October 2a and November 12^ 
1835,® relating to an arrangement, proposed by Sardarni Sukhan, whidh 
would enable the Government either to abolish the Customs—House at 
Jagadhari or render it more efficient,® Clerk also forwarded a document 
originaUy in Persian, drawn up by the agents of the Chiefs of Kunjpura, 
Chappar, Zenpur, Ladwa, Thanesar, Dyalgarh, Chillaundi, Buria, 
Chichrauli, Buei and Dhanaura, through whose territories the proposed 
new line of the Customs-Houses would extend. It had been signed and 
sealed and presented to Clerk as a compliance with the wishes of the 
Board of Revenue in respect to the proposed Chowkis on certain 
conditions.* 


{Continued from page 373) 

to the success of the negotiation. In order to make the preventive line effective* 
the whole of the establishment was to be transferred from the Hariana line, to 
the Shah Nehr. The Lieutenant-Governor approved of the transfer; the 
Secretary of the Board again requested the Lieutenant-Governor to 
bo allowed to contact Clerk “with a view to making arrangements for carrying 
the frontier line through the Sikh villages on the canal which are under the 
Political Agent's immediate superintendence". 

B. N. 36, p. 132, March 8, 1830, and 

Maesween to Deedd, Mach 24, 1836, B. N. 36, p. 133-34. 

Deeds to Mactwoen, April 8, 1836, B. N. 36, p. 134-35. 

It sesms that the Hariana line inspite of its being incomplete was not «ehtirely 
given up because in 1843, Thomason, Secretary at Calcutta, observed to'Clerk 

• . m 

that it would be very agreeable to Governor-General to give up the Hariana 
lino—a course of action which might take some time. 


(B. N. 133, L. N. 77. May 8, 1843), 
f aerk to Metcalfe, August f, 1836, B. N, 82, L, N. 133. 

Of the two, the latter despatch is more important. 

It has been already discussed. 


Government did not agree to Clerk’s proposal or buying out the Sardarni, for ii 
dune 1841, he again wrote that Ra. 10.000 a year would Batisfy her. He alat 

expressedhimself in favour of abolition of town and transit duties of /agadhar 

«■ it would immensely benbt trade and that Government would not be a 
oser in any way, as the income from Sahoranpur duties wo^d increase 

m- • ‘C 

r. u 4 nc .. L. N. 177). 

Clerk to Metcalfe, August 6 , 1836, B. N. 82. 1. N. 183 W 


I 375 ) 


According to Clerk, the^ iirportant principles upheld by tlion, 

f^ere two* fold s ^ 


(a) the tract of the country lying between the Jumna and 

the canal, Shah Nehr, should with exception to a nanow 

slip to be defined, be secured againet the intrueion of 
% 

British Customs Officers, and 

(b) that compensation should be made to the Chiefs either in 
land or annual money payment to a fixed amount for the 
present deterioration or destruction of their lands by the 
constant over-flowing of the canal water.* 

Clerk went op to say that the average, breadth of the tract of 
marshy lands for which the Chiefs required cpmpensation might be 
estimated at one hundred yards on each bank, although in some cases 
mischief, created by the canal, extended to balf-a-mile or mtre. The 

land of both banks, being thus purchased, b,y Government, would bo 

open to the Customs Patrols together with tbe Canal itself* Boundary 

pillars would be erected to define the limits of search. The Chiefs wore 

willing to relinquish such lands by sale or exchange; the cost estimated 

by Clerk, was about Rs. 25,000 per annum or two or three thousand Jess; 

, 

the lands to be relinquished by Chiefs was expected to yield about 

^ 4 

Rs. 5,000 a year so that Government would have to bear an expense oJ 
about Rs. 20,000 per annum. 

Clerk then forwarded the copy of ‘Wajab-ul-arz* and gave bis 
own criticism of its various stipulations. They were, as follows ;— 


1. Earlier alao Clerk had written about such land. He was of the view that 
theae lands ought to be measured and than compensation paid. The annual 
loss of revenue was estimated by him to be between Rs. 1000 and Rs. J200. 

(B. N. 81, L. N. 132). 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, August 6, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 133. 

Clerk had also expressed the opinion that Junrna, in certain months, could 
serve the purpose of a canal to form a preventive line to check emuggb'nu. 




(B. N. 81, L. N. 132). 


Clause 1. It proposed that compensitipn should be. ifaade id the 
Chiefs or money payments made for the dam ige, done to the lands on 
the anal. Clerk thought the demand quite reasonable. 



Clause 2, Th^ clause stipulated thsit the iitterference of the 
Customs Officers in the lands, lying between the Jutaaa dhd Shah Nehr 
be prevented. ^ 


Clerk remarked that the tract was cultivated and open; its exemp¬ 
tion from search would be immaterial, if the Shah Nehr were vigilantly 
watched. 


Clause 3. It provided for the passing and re-passing the Canal 
by the Chiefi, their retainers or their 'Sip»his'^ as hitherto >^ihout 
interruption fron\any body; also the villagers were to be permitted tb 
cross the canal at all hours of day or night. 

According to Clerk, it wuuld be very inconvenient to the Chiefs 

to be debarred from this privilege; it Would be still worse frr the Villagers, 
as the fields of s^me were intersected by the Cansd. 


Clause 4. This clause stipulated that when a Chief had a ferry 
on the Jumna, it would still belong to him; the revenue from them 
would be confined to the fare from passengers only. 


Clerk said that the ferries were few ; moreover, trkde would 

« 

no longer be subjected to the payment of the duties at the ferries. 


Clause 5. The Chiefs claimed the right of establishing ferry¬ 
boats on the canal wherever the villages really need them; there was to 
be some reductitn in the amount of the fee now paid; permission was to 

i 

be given to the village cattle to drink water from the canal, 

. /j 


Clerk was of the view that the bridges would be built over the 
Shah Nehr which would obviate the nccessily for more ferry bc^^, 
induce the proprietors to dispense with some now in use. At all 

the clause provided that such boats were to be iii a' tnanaer* dntl^rifho 
ccntrol of the Customs Department. Cattle were given permission tp 
drink water. 



^ ‘“s clause provided that thu Chief* would continue 
to teey ttane.t duties at certain Chowkis in the tract lying between the 

Jumna and the canal (Sbah Nehr) or otherwise compensation be paid 
to them. 

According to Clerk, these duties, exclusive of the duties on 

merchandiae levied at some of the Jumna ferries, nmount.d to an inconsi- 

derable sum; Clerk, therefore, was of the opinion that the right be bought 
by Government. 


Cliuse 7. Inhabitants of villages be allowed to pass free with 
all articles for their use and consumption to the value of five'or six 
rupees, when they required larger quuntiiics, a note from the Chief would 
suffice to pass them. 


Clerk thought that the rule could be so regulated as to prevent 
inconvenience to the people or embarassment to the Customs Department. 

Claust 8. It provided for the free transport of revenues realised 
in kind by the Chief residing on one side of tlie Canal from the villages 
on the other side ; this comprised all sorts of village produce, some 
taxable and other contraband. 

Clerk believed that the clause would require some consideration, 

Claust 9. The above engagement was to be made at first for 

three years; at the end of this period, the British Government could 

consider the engagement null and void, if it did not fulfil the expecta- 
tions at present entertained of its advantages.i 


Apparently, Government was not satisfied by these conditions 
as the reply of Metcalfe* was that Clerk should postpone ,he negotiations 
for the esUblishment of British Custom-Houses. 



b ««rk Auguit 1I8«, B. N. Sf, L. K. 


¥«tnlfd te CQtili, August 8, 1888, B. N. 36, L. N. Tl. 
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About a year later, there is again a mention of ^he Shah Nehr 
In a letter from Clerk in which he described the damage > resulting from 

it. According to him the lands on either side of the canal had been 
thrown out of cullivation and as the mischief was on the increase, bitter 
complaints were being made by the Chiefs.l By way of reply, Maloalfe 
in October 1837, forwarded a 1 tter of Hamilton in which the Li'^ulenant- 
Governor had declared that all losses incurred by the land-owners on the 
banks of the Shah Nehr should be charged to and defrayed by the Canal 
Department. Further, the Canal Superintendent had been required to 
propose measures for preventing such sort of damage.* Clerk admitted 
the justice of giving compensations to the Sikh Chiefs which to him 
seemed‘^so obvious"', more so when the previous consent of the Chiefs 
to the building of the canal had not been obtained.* Metcalfe also 

suggested the appointment of a well qualified surveyor to remeasure the 

lands in the presence of the accredited agents of the Chiefs.* 



1. Clerk to Metcalfe, September 25, 1837, B. N. 33, L. N. 43. 

Clerk wrote that the loss suffered by the Princes and the cultivators was severe 
and the only way to lessen the evil was to control the flow of the canal water. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, October 28. 1837. B. N. 37, L. N. 103. 

Hamilton to Metcalfe. „ 21. ,, „ p. 372. 


3. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 16, 1838. B. N. 83, L. N. 60. 
»» »» June 12, ,, „ L. N. 68.. 


Clerk added that no negotiations had been entered, into with the Chiefs who 
were informed by a Proclamation to give all assistance needed. 


4 . Metcalfe to Clerk, October 10, 1838, B. N. 38, L. N. 67. 

,, Macnaght,n. September 22, 1838, B, N. 38, p. 306. 

There is no further reference to the canal or the working of the preventive line 
on it till 1843. In that year, Thomason, Secretary to the Supreme Government, 
expressed tho desire of the Governor-General to abolish all import duties in the 

Company’s dominions except those on salt and cotton and wanted Clerk, who 
was then the Envoy at Lahore, to negotiate with the Chiefs, whose territories 
lay along the left bank of the canal, for carrying on certain 
Government along the canal to prevent smuggling. He further observed ; **Xht 
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The next time when we hear of the customs duties is in 
December, 183S, when Metcalfe drew the attention of Clerk to a 
despatch from the Court of Directors, * reepectirg the improvement of 
the system under which transit duties are levied by the Sikh Chiefs, 

I 

asking h m to furnish him with a report. The Court nls) expressed its 
opinion about the establishineut of the Preventive line.‘ 


(Continue I from pagz S7S) 

4 

proposed nboHtion of nil duties.will be very gratifying to tho Cliiefs ami 

will obvinlo mr.ny of the obj ections, horetoforo entertained to tho granting of tho 
nccommodotion now roosonnbly asked from them by the British Government". 

(B. N. 133, L. X. 77, JIuy 8. 1843). 

So the preventive line did not work. Tho ro’uctance of Government to accept 
the terms of the agreement or ‘Wajnb-nl-nrz’ proposed by Clerk between itself 
and tho Chiefs had to do with it. 

T, Metcalfe to Clerk, December 17, 1838, B. X. 38, L. N. 89. 

TorrenB to Metcalfe, „ 20, „ >» p. 416. 


The relevant extract, was a-s follows 

Para 13. In addition to the object which we have directed you not to lose sight 
of, namely that of inducing tho Sikh Chiers to improve their system of levying 
transit duties, you appear to be at present negotiating with some of them for ^ 

the local arrangements by which the best situation may bo given to the North- 

West Frontier Line. By far the most advantageous arrangement for both 

purposes, though one which it may not be easy to effect, would be agreement 
on the part of the Chiefs to renounce the right of levying transit duties and to 

t the British preventive line to be carried round their territories; they 

rwXing each share of the duties as may be agreed upon and os they may be 
entitled to ; an arrangement of this sort should be kept in view one ultimatum 
and no proper opportunity should be omitted for making an advance towards 


it”. 


(Despatch No. 31, of 1838, dated May 16, 1838, B. N. 38, p. 416 17). 

This desire of the Court of Directors remaiped only a cherished ideal for many 

years to ooma« 



replied in a clespalch of Fcbniary 1, 1839, for "the mode in 
Which the Sikh Chiefs may be conci iated to rendering* .ho preventive 

line perfectly tfBcieni", and referred to his communication of August 

1836.1 


In Fi gard to the reformation of the system of collection of 
transit duties, as desired by the Court of Directors. Clerk declared, as he 
had done before, that no great improvement consistent with the preser¬ 
vation of the acknowledged right of the Chiefs, was possible. As he had 
pointed out repeatedly, the Chiefs attached a great importance lo this 

right,* Another great evil wis that the rates of duties differed in 
different stages. These differences and the frtqu nc> of Customs Stations, 
owing to the great number of independent jurisdictions between the 
Sutlej and the Jumna, wero the greattst handicaps to trade. Though th ^ 
trade was not greatly obstructed, it was put to a great inconvenieaco 
In most of the cases, Clerk believed that the toll was very light and it 
was fairly due to the propr etors in return for the obligations in which 



1. Clerk to Metcalfe, Fobruaiy 1, 1839, B. X. 83, L. N. 101, 

As alroncly inontioned, Govornraont Imd refused to take any action on Clerk's 
despatch. 


i. In this connection, Clerk observed, ns follows :_ 


“Ofthese rights there are none they cherish with greater tenacity as marking 

to the public their possessions end their authority than the right of levying those 
duties”. , 


3 . 


A 

In 1836, Clerk had drawn the attention of Governmoat to tho tolls levied by the 

Pnttidars of Ambala on tho high rood amounting to only Rs. 804 per annum 

Ho desired that those duties shmUd bo abolished os tho roourrenoe of, '(Jhowkis 

at on interval of about o mile each was o souroe of great annoyance to ■teadora 

and traveUers on such an important road. The Pattidari were to be given a 
•mall money compeneation, 

, (B. N. 81, L, X. 23* and B. N. 81| Appendix 1> p. 
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they wore etrictly held to keep the roads open and safe ^ a point of view 

Thus Clerk was not opposed to the levy of 
duties by ^he Chiefs What he wanted was that ihe two defects of the 

rates of duties and a frequent ocjcurreuc' of 

Chowkis.should be removed so as to allow the trade to expand 

oosily. 


In the end it may bi observed that the disputes in which the 
British Government was involved with the Protect<‘i Princes, tlie 
altitude of the forra:*r was marked by a feeling of consideration for the 
sentiments ofthehulcr. On the \\hol., it tried to take a generous view 
in all such cases. The dispute with P .tiala over the Blialii - Mariana 
fron'ier is typical of Government s outlook as eoine terri ory was given 
to Patiila even with ut mucli of a l<g 1 justification Similarlv in the 
matter of the village of Singhawn, Government went to the length of 

4 

returning it to its two originil owners, after liuviug occuj ird it for a 
number of years. Not only was Clerk in hearty agreement ^\ith ihis 

liberal attitude of Government towards the Chiefs, but he insisted on its 
taking such a view in aT disputes affec ing them The case of Keonthal 
is a relevant example. 

-» 


1. /ViiintoroslingsidoIightisdirowD on tho working of LIjo Customs Houses by a 
letter of Clerk, dated March 17, 1840, addressed to Mstcalfc. Kaju Gulab Singh 
was going from Lahore to attend the fair at Tlianosar and begged Clerk s lielp 
for a passage through tho P.otect3d Sikh States. Clerk gave him all tlio ossis. 
tanco.ho could in the woy of certificatoa to prevent Ins being molested by tho 
British Customs House officials, humorously remarking that every Sikh going 

east-ward was, if poor, under apprehension of being ritied of his opium-box, 
and, if rich, of his Pashmina wearing apparel ut the Customs Chowkis. Inspite 
of the certificates, ho was harassed by the officials and so he complained to 
Clerki who remarkod : “.1 did not think the regulations could bo different 

for those highest in rank of a court which has for those last twenty years been 
courteous to every traveller known to bo in servico of or recommended by the 
Company's Government". \ 

(B. K. 83, L. N. 152). 


Naturally, the contrast was glaring. Ranjit Smgh and his officials used to treat 
tho viaitors from Company’s dominion with great kindness. 

See also, B. N. 104, L. N. 139, August 26. 1839. 





t 


[ 382 ] 


Even on the question of imposition of customs duties by the 
Princes, Government took up a fair attitude. Although, in its anxiety 
to promote trade in its dominions, it hud abolished all transit duties, yet 
it made allowances in accepting the claims of the Cis-Sutlej rulers based 
on existing practice. No coercive measure or even pressure waa used in 
pursuading the Princes to aoree to the abolition of such duties and when 

the timber duties on the Jumna were abolished, a money compensation 
was actually given to the Chiefs concerned. Clerk himself, it may be 

noticed, was not in favour of the total abolition of transit duties, as the 
Chiefs had to be recompensed for maintaining the security of the roads, 
which passed through iheir territories... .a view with which Govern¬ 

ment also concurred. Further, although Government was anxious that 
the Chiefs should adopt a uniform policy, as far as the imposition of 

duties throughout the Cis-Sutlej area was concerned, yet it advised Clerk 
to achieve this object by pursuasion only; Clerk did succeed in negotia- 
ting some sort of agreement with them with the h;lp of his personal 

influence. Again, in order to check smuggling, which was so rampant, 
Government was keen to establish one set of Customs - Houses to form a 
preventive line along t le Shah Xehr. Clerk was asked to secure the 
agreement of the Princes to tliii end. He was eminently successful, even 
though Government went back on the view and thinking the terras that 
he negotiated as too liberal, refused to ratify them. 







^ • 
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CHAPTER VI. 


The British GoverDment and the Dial-administration of the Chiefs. 



The mal-aHministration of ti:e Chiefs was one of the main 
problems with which th»* Agent at Ambahi had lo contend. Not only the 
petty Chiefs ruhd un^atisfac orily but the I'ig Chiefs like Jind and 
Kaithal also were pr' ne to gross mal-administration of their territoiies, * 
Their conception of kingship and administrative arrangi ments was 
medieval and abogether out of date. They treated the resources of their 
states and their subjects as personal property. Almost every Cis-Sutlej 
Prince thought and behaved like this, the reason being that most of 
them had remained occupied either in mutually destructive warfare or 
in warding off Muslim atta;ks. Another reaso . was tha' thtir ttandard 
of public and private morality was very low so that they wasted much 
of their time and energy in drinking and debauchery. These vices 
sapped their vitality and rendered them incapable of thinking of the 
welfare of their subjects or even of their own. Scores of chieitains died 
of intemperance at a very young age and without heirs and their estates 
lapsed to Government as the paramount power. Whenever the Political 
Agent at Ambala reported an escheat, he invariably stressed the great 
sense of relief which the inhabitants felt on being freed from the oppre¬ 
ssive character of the native rule. There might have been some 


1. According to (^erk, Patiala and Nabha were the best governed of the Cis-Sutlej 
Prinolpalities. 

Also Bee, The Calcutta Review, Vol. II, October—December, 1844, p. 198—200. 


f8t4r 


e^raggen ti n in the details of statements left by English officials, but 
iheir gereral coixlusiois reflected faithfully the existing state of aflair^. 

At the same time, the British administration in adjoining parts, in spite 

of its alien nature, was the most efficient of all, so that the rule of the 

Chi fa suffered strikingly in comparison. ' 

Another obstacle to good administration was the spirit of 
turbulence displayed by the *Akalis', . an extremely fanatical and 
intolerant Sikh sect. Forming themselves into bands of armed horsemen 
they frequently attacked innocent people. The troops sent against them 
generally showed forbearance owing to their religious character. The 
Political Agents had, therefore, to adopt effective measures to meet, the 
situation frequently arising out of the eruption of the Akalis towards the 
south of the Sutlej. 

For the purpose of keeping a check on relraclory princes and 

• • • 

unruly Akalis, a force. 1st Local Horse .was kept at Ambala 

under the control of the Pv-litical Agent, At first it solely consisted of 
men paid by Government; lat<r, it gave place to a force, formed of 
contingents from a number of Cis-Sutlej principalities. This later 
organisation was net paid regularly and was not so efficient as the 
preceding one and drew much effort from the Agent for its impfovtment. 
Clerk, indeed, was very anxious to raise its standard as is shown by his 

taking up the question earnestly through addressing several despatches 
to Government. 



The 


al-ad 


iDistration of Ajlt Singh of.Ladwa. 


Clerk in a letter of 1832, » addressed to Fraser, reported that 

disorders were prevalent in the Ilaqa of Ladvva and that no regard had 


bee I paid to his remonstances by Ajit Singh, the chieftain. The police' 
arrangement in Ladwa and other districts of the estate were deficient 



1. Clerk to Froaer,} May 24, 1833, B. N. 78, i;. N. 85. - a 
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The Sardar had written to Clerk that he conttmplated going to Hardwar 
and thence to Mussoorie to spend the hot months. Such conduct on the 
part of the Sardar was dis-respectful to Clerk and unbecoming to thi 
Supreme Government whom he represented. ^ 


Clerk wanted Fraser’s permission for establishing a 'Thana’ at 
Ladwa for securing the property of British residents; until the return of 

the Sardar. If, as he wrote, Fraser thought this measure to be a little 

drastic, he could at least dismiss the agent of Ladwa from the Residency 
and express his disapprobation of the Sardar’s attitude by some other 
tokens. That would enable Clerk “in a few months to effect wiLrt 
any direct interference a reform of the present system of Ladwa”. • 


Fraser’s reply’ explained that his opinion of Clerk’s interdict to 
Ajit Singh’s leaving Ladwa was founded on the great hardship it would 
have been to a Hindu Chief and his followers to be prevented from 
visiting Hardwar at the Kumbh fair. Moreover, it woald have been 

interfering with the practice of their religion and the period of absence 

from Ladwa need not have exceeded ten or fourteen days at the most. 

In regard to the establishment of a BriUsh Thana at Ladwa, 

Fraser was afraid that the Governor-General would not accede to his 

proposition as in his opinion there were not sufficient grounds for his 
recommending the adoption of the measure. 



1. Clerk did not want the Sardar to go but Fraser was of the view that the former 
had been unduly harsh and so the Sardar felt encouraged to leave for Hardwar. 
Clerk expressed his regret on his having given advice to the Sardar which had 
not been approved by Fraser, and added that the reckless conduct of the Sardar 
was attributed by his Vakil at Ambala to his blind submission to the guidance 
of his Mohaxnmadan Agent at Delhi. 

Clerk to Fraser, May 24, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 25. 

Is 'Fraaer to Clerk, ^Tun© 1, 1832. B. N. 32, L. N. 32, 




About the presence of the Ladwa ^gent fit DeiLhi, 
that he would find out whether the practice was a ne^ o^e or. of^ old 
standing. If new. he would discontinue to it; if old, he would have,to 
approach the Governor-General for orders. Meanwhile, Clerk.w^s 
report the details of irregularities and acts of disobedience of the Ladwa 
Chief to Clerk's authority,* 


For a few years, I find nothing more of Ladwa being inentiori^d 
in the correspondence until 1839, when Cleik addressed Metcalte,* 
forwarding a petition from the Sardar in which he had complained of the 
loss of his influence and revenue in his yijlages of Rainb,a, Randal and 
Dharar. Clerk felt that the double jurisdiction of the Sardar and 

* • •» • ri' tr 44 

Government could not but prove detrimental to the former’s interests. 
The cfiuse that had led to the introduction of the British Police in those 
villagee appeared to Clerk to haye been ren^oved and police and 
administration of the Ladwa estate was now as efficient as that of iny 
average Protected State.a welcome change from the old tiines ,whj?n 

Clerk had expressed his dissatisfaction with the administration in 
Ladwa. Clerk now admitted that there had been no complaint against 
Ladwa from the contiguous British jurisdictions, and asked Metcalfe to 
recommend to Government to comply with the request of Sardar 
A jit Singh'that his jurisdiction might be restored in those villages in 

coasidera^tipn of efficiency,® 


Lord William Bentinck wrote a personal letter to Ajit Singh asking him to restora 

tranquillity and order in his estate and to be guided by Uerk in aU mattera- 
B. N. 32, L, N. 127 A, December 19, 1832. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, March 18, 1839, B. N. 83, L. N. 111. 

Ibid 

That good opinion about the administration in Ladwa, he again expressed in a 
letter to Maddook on April 21, 1889'. Clerk wrote that Rai Gobind Jm, the 
Lahore ,VakU, had on several oooaaions requested him to lake an opport^'ly of 

known to the Governor-General the teaharaja’s desire to'' o'^er on 
^da, A^it Singh of Ladwa. the title of Raja. So it ^aa the of tha 


Sadar 


oonfbr that titl4 


(Conltnii^ 


** 





• rr* \ 
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Metcalfe sanctioned the transfer of the police of the three 
villages on the under<it8nding that if it agnin becnme necefsary for the 
British Government to locate p lice in these villages, the entire adininis-^ 
tration of the villages will at the same time be assumed by the British 


(Gontinued from jagt 086 ). 

Tlie reason why Maliaraja Ranjit Singh was so interested in the Sardar was that 

Ajit Singh was h*8 cousin and a favourite. 'J'lio Sardar occasionally paid visits 
to Lahore and had been introduced to tho Govornor-Goneral hy tho Sikh ruler. 
His rank and position wore also of consoquonco ; ho stood next to tho Bhai of 
Kaithal and the Phuikion Chiefs in rank and resources. Moreover ho and his 

ancestors bad been well disposed to Govemmont since its earliest connection 
with tho Siklis. 

Ibe British Government wanted to keep tho Maharaja in good humour and 
accordingly the title of the Hajo was conferred on tho Sardar. Maddock. 
communicating tho news, ob.sorvcd oe follows :— 

**.it will afford much pleasure 10 the Governor-General, to have the 

opportunity of gratifying tho wishes of tho Maharaja by conferring on a 
chieftain, so well entitled to tho distinction and a relative of His Highness, the 
title of the Raja and you will bo pleased to intimate His Lordship’s compliance 
with the Maharaja's wishes on this occasion as a proof of His Lordship’s desire 

to avail himself of every opportunity of evincing his 1*^8^ esteem end personal 

regard for the Maharaja”. ^Maddock to Cl^ ^ April© 29, 1830, B. N. 39, L N. 

22 ). 

Griffin in “The Rajas of tho Punjab”, on page 609 (Appendix C) gives the 

sixth place to the Ladwa Sardar.the other five being Patiala, Kaithal, 

Nabha, Jind and Kunjpura. It had a force of 1000 cavalry and its revenue was 
about Rs. 150,000 a year. The list is not believed to be very authentic by him 
Again on page 617, Griffin gives the revenues of Ladwa as amounting to Rs. 217, 
650, while its forces numbered about 1930. 

According to Lawrence, tho Ladwa ostato comprised one hundred and seventy 
eight villages with an annual revenue of about two and a half lakhs of rupees 
and was one of tho worst managed of all the Protected States. (Calcutta 
Review, Vol, II : October-December, 1844, p. 198). 

In 1846i Ajit Singh rebelled. His entire estates were confiscated and he was' 
^jQp^isoned at Allahabad from where he contrived to escape' and is supposed to 
have died in Kashmir. 

gee Broadlbot to Currie, December 12, 1846, B. N. 167, L. N. 47. 

(hurie to Bioadfoot, December 13, 1846, B. N. 136, L. N. 140. 

Also sMi 0riffltt^'^*The'Raja9 of the Punjab”—p. 86, 189 & 103* 




Govermnent.^ It seems that Clerk had been too sanguine about Ajit 
Singh s administration and was soon to be disillusioned. In July 1842, 

he addressed a despatch to Maddock on the subject of Ajit Singh*s 
behaviour.* The Sardar, according to the reports received by Clerk, had 

been conducting himself in an outrageous manner towards his people and 
his children now growing up. His sons had to fly to Clerk at Ambala 
in order to escape their father's wrath. Clerk described them as 
remarkably well Conducted young men" connected by marriage with 
very respectable Chiefs. They urged on Clerk to intervene but the 
latter did not consider it a case for the authoritative interference of the 
British Goirernment. In order to express his displeasure, Chief dismissed 
the Ladwa Vakil from attendance on him-rather a drastic step.^ 

Moreover, Clerk convinced the lads and the Ladwa's subjects that he 

would not prohibit their resistance to the tyranny of the Sardar. This 
belief was confirmed when Clerk warned the Chiefs of adjoining territory 
to prevent any support by their subjects to either side in the event 
of hostilities at Ladwa and took means to ensure strict attention being 
paid to these injunctions. Thit seemed to have frightened Raja Ajit 
Singh* who asked Clerk's permission to visit Lahore according to his 
practice of doing so on festivals. This request was supported by the 
Lahore Court dicing Clerk's recent visit there . Clerk agreed 
hoping against hope that Ajit Singh might mend his ways 
and profit by the visit. Clerk had rendered him good 
advice both in private and^in the presence of others in the most 
friendly terms but to no effect. The Raja would invariably relapse 
after short intervals into his habits of excessive debauchery and opium 

eating. Clerk considere I that his mind had bocome impaired by his 
depraved course of life.® 



2. 

3. 




Maddock to Clerk, May 27, 1839, B. N. 39. L. N. 32. 
Maddock to Metcalfe, May 22, 1839, B. N. 39, p, 342-43 
Clerk to Maddock, July 17, 1842, B. N. 154, L. N. 16. 


According to Clerk, -These extreme coses generally correct themselves under 
such treatment”. 

Clerk remarked that the Raj a waa very averse to subject his oharaoter to si 
a test. (B. N. 164. L. N. 16). -- 

Clerk to Maddock July 17, 1842, B. N. 154, L. N. 18. 

Lawrence called Ajit_Singh as “a dissipated, ill-disposed persbC-a tyrant in hi. 
•wa family and as a Chief perfectly wreckless". 

(CnloutU Review, Vol. U, 



( 389 ] 


2. Mal-adminlstration In Jlnd. 


Clerk’d despatches show that the state of Jind ai^o was suffering 
from disorderd through -Mack of governance”. His despatch addressed 
to Fraser in 1832 reported that outrages had been committed in the 
Rohtftk division by the subjects of Jind.'Clerk had referred tliis matt.r 
to the Raja, but did not hope for any redress, till Fraser supported him 
in the action he was proposing to adopt. ^ He had also sent a letter to 
the Raja of Jind who had learnt that Fraser was also not leeling much 
satisfied with the state of things prevailing in Jind. Clerk was emphatic 
that Jind was the worst of the several ill-managed states bordering ou 
Karnal and Hariana frontiera. This was due to the conduct of the 


Raja who had for seme years past refused to dsvell in or even to visit 
Jind and had taken up his residence at a distance of ninety miles. The 

predecessor of Clerk, Murray, had sent a native officer to administer 

Jind—an action which had brought the Raj I back. But no sooner had 

the officer been withdrawn, than the Raja went away again. 

/ 


4 

Fraser replied in a letter ^ in June, 1832, that Diwan Singh, 
the Chief officer of Raja Sangat Singh, came to see him at Hansi, and 
adverted to a wish that Clerk had expre.-sed that the Raja should 
immediately proceed to Jind. Diwan Singh pointed out to Fraser that 

the Raja could not return so soon on account of heat until the first fall 
of rain. Thinking it to be a genuine reason, Fraser saw no urgent 
objection to this delay and also expressed likewise to the Raja in a letter 


1. Clerk to Fraser, May 28, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 27. 
Murray to Fraser, March 20, 1826, B. N. 73, L. N. 43. 

Janel7, 1826, B. N. 72, L. N.479. 

There were disorders even in days of Murray. 

2. Clrek to Fraser, May 28, 183-*, B. N. 78, 1*. N, 27. 

?. Fraser to Clerkji June 18, 1832, B. N. 32, L. N. 41- 





Fraser did not think that the residence of* the Uaja m 'jtnd^ was 
so very important.* Had he thought ?o, he would have urged it upon the 

Raja. In regard to his residing at Sangrur, Fraser understood the 
reason; after all, he had been born and brought up there; moreover, he 
was nearer his august relative, Maharaja Ranjit Singh, who was very 
ond of him. In the end he observed: *1 do not deny that there wbuld 
be some advantages in having nearer our frontier than the Sutlej and 
particularly so if he was a man of influence and of talent or of ripe age 
but his character is not of that stamp nor is the extent of his district so 


important to make the advantages of h s presence at Jind paramount 
over other considerations of weight... however 1 shall not express 
myself in any manner likely to lead him to suppose and disapprove of 
the ardvice you h ive given him, for the advice is good”. 


But It seems that the remonstances of Clerk produced no effect. 
Outrages were committed on British subjects for which no redress could 
be obtained; the demoralisation of the state was complete. In March 

been made on Captain Talbot in 
the Jind Territory,* and added that the practice of addressing the Raja 

I 


1 . 


Fraser wrote, as follows .-I do not attach so much importance to 
Sangat Smgh s residence at Jind as you do.Hie father and grand-father 

present Chief leaving Sangrur and Jind.If we were sure of the benefit of th. 

kind you expect from Sangat Singli’s living at Jind, I would not hesitate to urge 
that upon lum . ® 

•‘It does not appear after all that the residence of the Chiefs of Kaithal and 

Ladwa at the towns respectiyely has proved those advantageous results in the 
d stncts you expect form the residence of Sangat Singh at Jind”. 

(Fraser to Clerk, June 18, 1832, B. N, 32, L. N 41) 

I 

2. Clerk to Fraser, March 22, 1833, B.N. 79, 13. 


Clerk wrote a personal letter to Talbot expressing his regret on his Ifaving been' 
subjected to such en outrage and assured him to doing his best to get the Jind 
authorities pay compensation to him and apprehend the perpetrators (B N 79 

^193) He also wrote to Major-General Adam,, Commanding. Sirhind Division! 

Karnal, that he would try to get redress for Talbot from the Jind authorities. 

<B.- Hi 7»,' p; IWI- 
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p/ -Jind -from, , the Agency Office, Ambala, only remained in form as the 

Raja did not pay any attention. According to him, the Raja used to 
avail himself of the means he possessed of conductir g his relations with 
the Ambala Agency through the superior office at Delhi. The result was 
that the references made to Jind authorities by Clerk were not acted 
upon, until it was ascertained, through their agents at Delhi, whether 
the necessity for doing bo might not be evaded.* Cleik admitted that in 
ordinary matters it did not occasion any great ir convenience but the 

attack on Talbot was a serious matter and prompt action should be taken 
for the apprehension of the perpetrators c-f thi.s daring outrage. He 
appealed to Fraser to lend him his support.* 


Mal-admlnistiatlon In Kalthal. 

Things were bad in Kaithal also. Waiting in May, 1832,* Clerk 
remarked that he had great hopes of reporting a better state of things 
in Kaithal; many malefactors had been caught and he thought that they 
would be severely dealt with. But the needful was not done as the 
ruler of Kaithal, Bhai Udai Singh, had been invested with the sole 
authority only a ehort time back; and that perhaps might have caused 
the d lay. 


Again when corresponding with Metcalfe in 1837 on the question 
of Hariana frontier, Clerk observed that there was no responsible adminis- 
tration in Kaithal with which he could negotiate on the matter. * 


1. That was a characteristic of other Chiefs also. I have referred to this point in 
conclusion agian. 

2. Jind was badly governed under Sangat Singh but its administration materially 

improved under Sarup Singh, who proved to be quite a capable ruler. 

Calcutta Review, VoL II, p. 196-97. 


1., CHflrk to Fraaer, May 28, 1832, B, N. 78, L. N. 20. 

, Clerk io Metealfe, June 30, 1837, 88* Ifc-N; 4. 


IMS]) 


When Kaithal had been declared a lapsed territory in March 1843, 
Clerk in a let ter to Hamilton, Secretary to Government of the North-West 
Province, described its condition in the following words' : — 

“An inspection... of the Kaithal has convinced Major Lawrence 
of the deplorable state of neglect to which the late Government of 
Kaithal had for some years abandoned the inhabitants. There are 
villages but there is little or no cultivation. The villagers live for the 

most part on plunder." Veritably, the annexation of the state 

must have proved a bo.^n to the inhabitanta. 


That the condition on the borders of these states.even Patiala 

being no exception.was equally deplorable, would be apparent 

from the following . In Sg tember 1839,* Maddock forwarded a 

complaint from the Magistrate of the Western 'Division, Delhi. The 
Magistrate wanted to bring to the notice of Government serious disorder 

in the villages in the Kaithal and Patiala territories adjoining the North 
and North-East corner of the Western Division of Delhi territory.* The 
object of Maddock was that Clerk should call upon the Chiefs to put a 

stop to the discreditable proceedings which were having a serious effect 

on the tranquility and weU-being of British territory 



1. Clerk to Hamilton, April 28, 1843, B. N. 88 A, L. N. 83. 

*. Moddookto Clerk, September 26, 1839, B. H. 39, L. N. 48. 

«. Brown to Maddock, September 8, 1839, B. N. 39, p, 466-68. 

dL^c; “TtSf"*"’ disorganisation in hi. 

»wa7 iLo ? 1 were tak«i 

efforts* lie k property was looted. Inspito of his beet 

Kaithal and PatWa! <=ompensatio„ for victims from the Vakils of 

He also remarked : ui 
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* % f 


AAi i 






( 893 ) 


4, nw aggressions of the AUHs^ and the Sikh Contingent at Ambala 
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The Akalis had boon a oau90 of anxiety to Captain Murray also ag apparent 
by a number of letters which passed between him and Elliott, the Resident at 
Delhi. Writing in 1823, Murray reported the depredations of an Akali named 
Naina Singh and his colling on the Raja of Patiala to expel him from the 
Protected territory. (B. N. 71, L. N. 84, and L. N. 97). Again in 1824. Murray 
talked of an attack on tho village of Nihojig Khan of Kotila by the Akalis in 
which the son of the Khan was killed. The troops of Putiula and Malorkotla 
defeated and dispersed them (B. N. 72. L. N. 49). Ho issued a proclamation 


to the Protected Sikh Chiefs for the more ofToctual supprcsaion of bloodshed and 
outrage by Akalis from the north bank of the Sutlej (B. N. 72, L. N. GO) 

Again Murray reported to Elliott that several Akalis had entered Delhi from 
Hyderabad with the intention of raising disturbances in Patiala and Ambala 
(B. N. 72, L. N. 101). Four years later, Murray once again talked of the 
Patiala troops defeating Akalis who wore devastating the country between 
Anandpur and Damdama and killing the lender Uttam Singh. He also suggested 
that Maharaja Ranjit Singh be addressed on the subject. 


(B. N. 75. L. N. 63, April 12. 1828). 


Writing to Colonel Fagan, Adjutant General, Murray observ'ed that Ranjit 
Singh, if sincere in his endeavours, had means to check the yearly depredations 
of the Akalis : if they tried to enter the Protected States, he was prepared to 
expel them. (B. N. 75, L. N. 294, February 11, 1829). 

Elliott in a letter of April 2, 1824, expressed hie intention of recommending 
to Government that a party of Skinners’ Horse be permanently located at 
Ambala to act against the Akalis : Ranjit Singh was to bo addressed regarding 
the proceedings of the Akalis. fB. N. 24, I>. N. 61). Again Elliott on May 26 
1824, approved of the measures adopted for repelling the aggression of the Akalis, 
and acknowledging the services of the Patiala troops. (B. N. 24, L. N. 105). 
On April 16, 1828, a ‘Kharita’ was addressed to Ranjit Singh dealing with the 
Akali problem (B. N- 28, L. N. 79). Again Colo-brooke. the Resident, 
approved of the measures taken by Murray with a view to preventing the 

depredations of the Akalis (B. N. 29, L. N. 37). 


Wade, the Political Assistant at Ludhiana,' had also to deal with the Akali 
problem. H© addressed two letters to Colebrooke, tlie Resident one on 
December 29, 1828 (B. N. 96, L. N. 190) and the second on February 3,. 1829 
(B. N. 97, L. N. 108) and a third to Murray on January 31. 1829 (B N. 97, L. N. 


on n^xt pag$) 



In July IJ‘32, Clerk reported' to Fraser thnt a psn'ly 




fourteen or fifteen in number, plundered‘the cnips at SValiabatf. Out of 
three sepoys sent to check them, two were attacked and killed by them, 

while the third escaped wounded. Sardar Kaban Sirigh of Shahabad 

reported the matter to Clerk and requested him to send a Rissala of. the 

Skinners* Horae, stationed at Atnbala. Clerk did not do so but held- a 

* 

party in readiness to intercrpt them, if. they iripd. to .escape. .Xlerk 

informed JRraser that he had called-Upoa the-fu^r^ 

and other chiefs to apprehend them and shmid .they offer, 

attack them. Fraser asked Clerk to despatch a party of Skinners’ Hors" 

to assist the Sikh troops in expelling the Akalis.^ ' 



{Grtniinued from pfrgt S9S) 

* 

13). In the first, Wade warned the Resident against the expected attacks of 
the Akalis ortthe approach of the “Basant**. He wonted Murray to repeat the 
proclamation to the Protected Princes asking them to prevent tha Akalis ff®**'*' 
entering their territories. He also informed the Resident of the precautions 
taken by Ranjit Singh. In the second letter, he detailed the measures taken by 
Ranjit Singh to prevent the Akalis from crossing the Sutlej. . In the thir4,l6tter, 
addressed to Murray, he asked him to warn thje Rupar. and ^nghpuro^Chiefs 
against allowing the Akails from crossing the Sutlej. 


Oolebrooke asked Murray in a letter, of January 6, 1829 to addpt Wode’a 
suggestion "or preventing the inroads of the Akalis during the ensuing festival 
of “Basant”. (B. N. 29, L. H. 3). ^ r 


Griffin says that Ranjit Singh was afraid to interfere too closely with those men; 
for though little better than drunken sirvages theywere supposed by/'the Sikhs 
to possess a semi'saored character, and were useful: when desperate deeds were 
to be done. Their reckless valour turned many a wavering fight into a victory 
but they were an unmitigated nuisance and danger during the MObera]»'B -reign 
and nearly embroiled him with the. English by: their attack'upon Mdtkalfe'a 

Mupsalman escort in 1809. (Ranjit Sin^, 

For the dress, manners and habits of the Akalis^ see -. 

Vole II, Oot.—Deo : 1844--pe 183—84* 





1. Clel^k to Fraser, July 2, 1832, B;lf. 'id, L, N. 38; 
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Writing again abjut the Akali party, i Clerk reporte 1 its having 
evaded the vigilance of a pirty sent in itj search by the Raja of Patiala 
But whe I the Akalis neared Malerkotla, the ruler sent som; horsemen to 
attack them, as Clerk had enjoined upen him to aid in their capture. 
The Malerkolla pi ty came up with the Akali-j w'lo refused to submit A 
fight ensued and resulted ill the d a-.h and c ipture of the whole party. 
In the caurse of the performance of thei duty, the Kotla Horsemen were 

carried beyond the limits of their principality; they overtook the Akali 

in the contiguous lands of the village Mohal belonging lo Maharaja 
Ranjit Singh. 


Fnser on behalf of Government, conveyed thanks to the Rais of 
Malerkotla and his horsemen for their successful exertions in preventing 
the escape of the Akalis * He further stated that the circumstance 5 of 
the pursuers having been carried in their eagerness beyond the limit of 
their mister's jutisdiction was a matter of no cons quence. Clerk also 
apprecivt d thi reslr dnb md mii^ration exercised by Maharaja Ranjit 
Singh in this matter.’ According to him. the conduct of the Sikh ruler 
of Lahore was deserving of great praise and that, in turn, was a proof of 
his cordiality and good feeling towards the British Government. Clerk 
had also a goo 1 word to say regarding the conduct of the Thanedar of 
Mohul, a village belonging to Lahore, as the fugitives were Akalis and 
their pursuers were Mohammadans. 


1, Clerk to Fraser, July 5, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 39. 

2. Fraser to Clerk, July 12, 1832, B. N. 32, L. N. 55. 


1. Clerk to Fraser, July 24, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 45 

Clerk, watching the reaction of the Maharaja, observed : “The conduct on 
such an occasion of any other chieftain reckoning among his subjects a class 
of overbearing fanatics would probably have been to have first saved his credit 
with them in instantly retaliating on the pursuers and then to have apologized 
to the Supreme Government for an uncontrollablo' and unauthorized hoetUo 

proceeding on the part of his officer* at a distant outpost. 


Again in 1837, Clerk reported to Metcalfe that a hundred Akalie 
had crossed the Sutlej in the Mamdot'territory, itua'ed below Ferdzepur, 
and had ariivtd at Mukteshwar, a fort eituated between the Protected 
Sikh States, though belonting to Lahore.^ Their inour.don excited alarm- 
among the Protected Princes. Wade appealed to the Maharaja who eent 
an officer to recall them. Clerk later wrote that the Akalis were induced 

to return to the mouth of the Sutlej by that officer and a detachment, 
sent by Maharaja Ranjit Singh. “ 

The Akali menace was considered a serious one by Clerk, as he 

refers to it again and again especially in the discussion which ensued 

between him and Government over the nature of the duties of the Horse 
at Ambala. 


1 . Clerk to Metcalfe, January 14, 1837. B. N. 83, L. N. 1 . 

Metcalfe, in his reply dated January 16. 1837, informed Clerk th^t the Brigadier, 
Commanding the Sirhind Division, had been apprised of the oceurrenee and 
requested to attend to any requisition that he might receive from him. Thi 
shoved that Government also took a serious view of the situation created by 
the Akalis in crossing the Sutlej and proceeding tq, the fort of ilukteshwar. 
(Metcalfe to Clerk, January 16, 1837. B. N. 37, L. N. 4), 

The Brigadier assured Metcalfe that due attention would be paid to any requiei- 
tion for military aid to repel the Akalis (B. N. 37. L. N. 6, January 23, 1837). 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, January 24, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 2. 

« 

There were other incursions of the Akalis; for e.xample, in 1839, CSerk reported an 
affray between some Government Sawars and the Akalis of Damdama (B. N. 39, 
L. N. 27). In 1840, another band of Akalis seemed to have made their way into 
the Protected States as Metcalfe in a letter to Clerk asked him to report their 
movements (B. N. 126, L. N. 66. March 28, 1840). Similarly Maddook. Secretary 
to Government of Indio, forwarded to Clerk the oorreepondeneo of Wade 

regarding the disturbances created by a body of Akalis from the North of the 

Sutlej at Sirhind (B. N. 126, L. N. 73, April 27, 1840) '' 

Replying to Maddook's letter. Clerk observed that the Akalis repaired 
Sirhind to Makhowa, and being there joined by others created a dlT^We J 

the town but were promptly ottookod by the Lahore authoritie. «d driven w 

the Sutle,. (B. N. 88. L. N. m.A. May i,. ,840). 
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This force of horsemen (1st Skinners’ Horse > numborine one 
hundred, was kept at Anibala in order to i.rovide support to the Political 
Agent in the execution of his- multifarious duties In the days of Clerk 
Government desired him to be content with the Hkh Continuent’ 

contributed by the Protected Princes, which already existed though it 

was smaller and not well organised. 


- In 1832, « Colonel Casement. Secretary to Government Military 
Department, inquired of Clerk “the nature of the duties on which the 

men of the detachment of the 1st Irregular Horse.an. employed as 

well as the manner in which the detachment is distributed". Clerk 

replied:^".the repeated incurs! m into these Protected States of 

bodies of the fanatic il and turbulent priests called Akalis having rendered 
it necessary to call on some of tlie Sikh Chiefs for t lie aid of Mussalman 
troops to r pel such aggressions and these troops being not always to be 
replied on for the due performance of such service, on account of the 
religious prejudices of their Chiefs, * the Governor - Gineral’s Agent at 


1. The force was stationed at Anabala to act against the Akalii la 1821, Elliott, 
the Resident, writing to Murray, intimated hia intent'on of rec^mmeDding to 
Qovoroment that a party of Skinners' Horse be permanently located at Ambala 
* to act against the Akalis and other marauders. (B. N. 24, L. N. 61, April 2, 
1824). M. Q. Reynol, Commanding, Meerut Division, informed Murray that 
ho had issued the necessary orders for the location of 100 of Skinners* Horse at 
Ambala and asked him to write to the Officer Commanding at Hansi. 

(B. N, 24, L. N. 106, May 27, l>i24). 

Murray writing to Z. W. D, Conway, Station Staff Officer on November 15, 1823* 
intimated to that officer that under the authority of the Governor-General, a 
complete Rissala of Skinners' Horse had been ordered to bo stationed at .Ambala 

(B. N. 72, L. N. 432) 

Caserns It to Clerk, September l7, 1832, B, N. 32, L. S.li 

Clerk to Casement, October 10, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 70. 

The Akalis, in spite of their lawless habits, were respected by the Sikhs and as 
most of the Protected Princes were SikhS) they were averse to the use of theip 
troops in suppressing their disorders. 





Delhi recommended f.hat one hundred of the Skirin^rs' 'HdrSe*^ ehb\ild be 
stationed at Ambala to act on the ins ant either by themselves ■ or in 
support of the Sikh Chieftains on the occurrence of any.such outrages”, 
Clerk then went on to give one instance; the Akalis cutlup a Tbuna* 

Ambala and were punished with the help of the" S'^ inners’ Horse; that 

happened only in August 1832, three months before the writing of the 

1 tter. As a result of the stationing of the Horse, the ProtectetJ States 

< • 

were visited less frequently by the desperate Akalis. Though thtf htitfiBet 
of the Skinneis’Horse was n<t more than half the number priviopsiy 
kept, yet it was sufficient for the purpose 


Another use of the force was that' it 


w.is ''frequ^stjtiy ^ employ^* 


and very advantageously to check hos ilities among these and m'any^ 
turbulent proprietors, especially in the sowing season”. As Cleric 


observed: **The most outrageous conduct on such occasions of any of the 


petty chiefs is commonly put a stop to by securing the aggression with 
a Dastuck of a few of these Horsemen; the cause of dispute is then 
inquired in"o and the difference arranged by the Local Agent. Instead ‘ 
of fifty lives being sacrificed in these quarrels, one is sac^ificed’^ That 

a 

was the reason why Clerk expressed himself so emphatically^ against 
the withdrawal of the party of Skinners* Horse or the substitution of 




Clerk to Casement, October 10. 1832, B. N, 78, L, N. 70. 

Writing in January 1837 to Metcalfe, Clerk clearly explained that OoVekuitte&t 
in 1824 had directed that a Rissala from the Isb Local Horse and an effloient 

contingent of the Sikh Horse should be maintained at Ambala to guard against 
the attacks of the Akalis. (B.'n. 83. L.N. 1. ). ' 


But as the former proved adequate to the task that it was expected to peftorm, 
the latter was n^'gleoted. The first ti-ne the Chiefs were Tegnoated tp send 

Coniiogents was in the days of Murray, who was persoh4tl3|:r«espoilliiblttitHiV^ 


(B. N. 24. L. K. 1081 



Jors^.nien any othei description in their place.* 

1 

« % 

But Government W8S not convinced by the arguments of Clerk 

# 

aS in 1833 his opinion was called to the expediency of withdrawing 
that f rce and replacing it by a body of equal or greater etreng h to be 
furnished by the Protected States.“ 


In reply, he referred to the letter that he had addressed to 
Colonel Casement in the previous year and repeated the Government had 
ordered the-stationiug of a sufficient body of Horse at Ambala in order 
to prevent the outrages, generally perpetrated by the Akalis He also 
gave one specific example; Maharaja Ranjit Singh adop’ed certain 
coercive measure agaii at the Akalis who retired to Anandpur Makhowal, 
on this side of the Sutlej. Some apprehensions were awakened by their 
vicinity bdt far less anxiety and alarm prevailed t lan would have been 
felt, had it not been known that their movements were closely watched 
by the Local Agent, and that a body of troops was there in readiness to 
act against them or to check them. 



1. Clerk observed: “In considering, therefere, hew nr.uth bloodshed is tl.us spared 
as well as the check they offer to the incursions of the Akalis into the villoges of 
our own subjects in this direction, I should regret the withdrawal of the party 

of Skinners’ Horse.” At another place, Clerk wrote ; “The rapid progress 

which agriculture is making in these states is almost incredib’e. But it is easy 

to imagine the manner and spirit in which a Sikh Jat.intrudes his plough on 

the conanes of another proprietor. Thus arise the most serious frays that now- 

a-days occur in these states. In preventing these collisions and in averting 
when they take place, the excesses which would otherwise ensue, consists a not 

unimportant part of the duties of the 1st Local Horso . (B N. 82, L. N. 127). 


Clerk to Fraser, April 30, 1833, B. N. j9, L. N. 2 •. 

In the days of Murray, there was not only the Local Horse but also the Bikh 
Oontii^ept, although the number of the latter was few. r in as much as Ladwa 

ar'dAr'anlShariinngbia Fikhil did not furnish any quota. Govomroent now 
wanted tKrt'^aerk oughV to be" Wntm^ only with* the Sikh contingent which 

was to b4 tcnprbved atid made e^oiedt. 





Clerk was nofc in favour of substitution of this force by any 

Contingent contributed by the Sikh allies. He thus explained; *«Tho 

objection to the withdrawal of Rissala is that whatever description of 

horse, the Sikh Chieftains might be directed to substitute, the latter 

would not be so much relied upon to act effectively against those, who 

although discountenanced in consequence of their violent and reckless 

habits are still regarded with feelings of religious veneration by the Sikhs 
in general”.^ 

4 

This despatch also' failed to influence Government in favour of 
keeping the 1st Local Horse at Ambala. Writing to Fraser,® Clerk 
acknowledged Lis letter, transmitting the orders of Government for the 
withdrawal of the party of the Local Horse from Ambala. He added 
that it would leave for Hansi immediately. He then went on to 

observe that lit'le reliance could be placed on the contingents which 
might be contributed by different states; 'tl ey would consider themselves 
responsible only to those, to check whose aggressions ard to control 
whope subjects, they were to be employed 


As to the number of Horse kept by different states, Clerk stated 
that in 1824. Patiala had furnished 100 Horse; Jind, Kaithal and 
Nabha 50 each, and Malerkotia 25.® The number was only nominal as 


1. Clerk to Fraser, April 30, 1833. B. N. 79, L. N. 26. 


2 , 


3. 




I > 


July 19, 1833. B .N. 79. L. N. 66. 


There were disputes among the Pathone of Malerkotla. regarding the proportion 

in which they were to furnish the Centingent. Clerk proposed that each be 
required to furnish according to the share of the Malerkotla revenues ; the Rais 
to furnish 10 Horsemen and 6 gacli by the other three (B. N. 80, L. N. 170 
September 27, 1834). Fraser expressed his agreement with the arrangement 
proposed (B. N. 34, L. N. 60, October 1. 1834). But on September 30, 1837, 
Clerk informed Metcalfe that the Rais of Malerkotla had addressed him a 
letter that Rahmat Ali Khan and Turabaz Khan did not want Jp comply with, 
the proscribed terms of payment of their quotas of Horse furnished by them 
for the duties of the Agency., The Rais.had ,reque^t^d^him to bring it to hia 
(Metcalfe's) notice. Turabaz Khan was demurring on the plea that he wag 
appeahng to pelhi against former propeedings. (B, N. 83, L, N. 46), 

{Continued on next page) 
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they were neither in quility nor in number, what they were originally 
proposed to be Clerk further suggested that the Ladwa Sardar also 
should be asked to send a contingent of 23 Morse. Me a so wanted that 
a proportion of their native oihcers should be cither nominated by 
Government or the Governor-General’s Agent at Delhi and was emphati¬ 
cally of the view that it wouli v.;ry desirable that a party from the liis- 
sala, about to be withdrawn, should be continued at Ambala, until the 
arrangement was completed for the substitution of Sikh Horse of a 
proper description.* In short. Clerk did not want the substitution but 
being helpless to prevent, tried to delay it. 


Clerk's fears that the Sikh Contingent would not be quite 
satisfactory, proved to be tiue. When Sangat Singh of Jind died, and 
the state, on account of want of heirs, was declared an escheat and 


1 . 


(Continued from 400 pagt) 

Later on, Metcalfe ijivited Clerk’s opinion obout the oblijioti'm of the ^IwlerkotUi 

Pftthans to furnish tlie Contingent. Ho, on his own part, could discover 

no such obligation. although tie British Government had the 

right to demand military service from the Protected Chiefs, under the 

Proclamation of May C, 1809. But sach right did not in his opinion extend 

beyond the special occasion which might render the exercise of it ^6ce3sa^>^ 

In his support, Metcalfe quoted the example of 1S24 when, on the imoad of 

Akalis thePathansof Malorkotla were called upon to furnish a contingent. 
^ ’ fB. N. 38. L. N. 3, January 11, 1838). 

Clerk in his reply, dated January 10. 1838. stated that there were no orders 
nrore specificali; requiring the presence of the Malorkotla Contingent than those 

of 1824. (B. N. 83, L. N. 66). 

The order of 1824 was the one which requisitioned Contingents from other 
Chiefs as well. 

♦ 

Clerk to Fraser. July 19. 1833. B. N. 79. L. N. 60. . 

S compared the peace and tranquillity prevailing .n the Amba.a d..tr,et m 

n- f . with that to be found about twelve years earlier. Even the Political 
1;": m e il the fort as it was unsafe to reside without AUliough the 

to the Dolice at Ambala. the expense of which was borne by petty 
eWeftains, yet the service of the Rissala had matenally contributed to tli^ 
improvement. The police at Ambala consisted of Barkandaze. furnished 
Sikh Pattidors and Jagirdars. (B. N. 79, L, N. 126). 
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order's were prcnounced that it should be taken over by the PolificaT 
Agent, he had to ask the Commanding Officer at Hansi to^eend a 
detachment of troops to Jind to enable him to carry out the orders of 

Government. ^ Therefore, he again suggested that a Rissala of Irreghl^r 
Horse might be stationed at Ambala “with advantage to the piublic 
service**, remarking that no reliance could be placed upon the service of 
the Sikh Contingent. He added : “Had my escort now consisted of 

such, the purpoie ii^ view. would have btcn promptly effected, 

without the necessity of applyir g elsewhere for assistance*'.* The reply 
of Metcalfe ^ was that his application for a detachment of Irregul r 
Horse to be stationed at Ambala would be immediately submitted for the 
consideration and orders of the Honourable the Governor-ot Agra. 

It seems that Government awoke to the necessity of doing 
something in the matter. Metcalfe addressed two letters * to Clerk, 
the first on October 14, 1835, and the second a fortnight later. In the 
first, Clerk was asked to state the circumstances and authority under 
which the detachment of the Skinneis* Horse was withdrawn; in the 

second letter, Metcalfe desired to know whether the arrangement directed 
by Government, viz. the substitution of a Sikh Horse had be«n found to 
be defective and if so, clerk was to submit a full report of the 
circumstances and causes of its inefficiency. 

Cleric replied:* “The horsemen of the Sikh Contingent, stationed 

% 

at Ambala, are not at present constituted, efficient for the services 
which'they are designed fo perform because first they are ill-paid, their 

rates differ but the highest paid receive six annas per diem and find 


* 



1. Clerk to Metcalfe, September 16, 1836. B, N. 81, L. N. 104. 


Clerk to Skinner, 


99 99 

99 

L. N, 164. 

Clerk to Skinner, 

9 $ 

17, „ 

99 

L. N. 165. 

Clerk to Matcalfe, ' 

9 9 

16, „ 

99 

L. N. 104, 





Metcalfe to Clerk, „ 22, „ B, N. 35, L. KT. 56. 

.. M October 14, 1836, B, N. 36, 1*. N. 63. 

** •• i» 26, ,, ,, K, 66,' 

qerk to Metcalfe, November 3, 18^1, B. 6l, KRt 


f 

t 


4 
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lHors«. Arms.and maintain theniselve«; secondly they aie often 

kept a rear or more in arrears and thirdly they are induced to run into 

debt at Ambala, occasioning innumerablo suits agauist them.lastly 

Veause their realizing at all the pittance assigned to them, depending 
on their conducting themselves in a manner satisfactory to their 
employers, to repel whose aggressions or to supprcrs whose hostilities 
toirards neighbours, forms their proper duty — they dare not act 
otherwise, than as partisans when present on such occasions”. 

In spite of these limitations, they were good soldiers; as CUrk 

wro e ; "But though half-starved, they are for the most part g od men 
and such as woul 1 zealously serve, as they are here required by the 
state, could the defective system of their organization be rectified”. 

The ma ter was now to be pursued further. Metcalfe, with a 
letter of December 16, 1835, * forwarded the copy of a Utter addressed 
10 him by the Secretary at Agra ‘‘relative t > the withdrawal of the 1st 
Local Horse from the Ambala Agency and the substitution of quotas of 
Horsemen from the Protected States”. Metcalfe also asked Clerk to 
report the measures which he would recommend to be adopted to render 
the Sikh Horse in question efheient and useful. Two months* later, 
another letter of the Secretary at Agra was sent by Metcalfe * in which 
Clerk was asked to expedite his report. 

Clerk replied in a communication of February 1830.* In order 
to improve its efficiency, the first thing was that the Rissaldars should 

be nominated by the Supreme Government or its officers. But Gover¬ 
nment did not sanction this proposition So Clerk remarked : “It ii 
clear, however, that unless the Horse are in some manner dependent on 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, December 16, 1835, B N. 35, L. N. 86. 

Bushby to Matcalfe, i, 5, ,» p* 721. 

2. Metcalf© to Clerk, February 12, 1835, B. N. 36, L. N. 12. 

Bushby to Metcalfe, ,, 3, ,, ,, p* 56. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, >> 20, ,, B. N. 82, L. N. 10. 
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and rendered subordinate to the Local Agent at Amba^a, they-cannot be 
relied on as ftieciive for the due execution of the measures which he 
entrusts to them » On the contrary, their ordinary service being to retard 
and suppress hostilities and prevent bloodshed......they must frequently 

in fulfilling the duly assigned to them by the Local Agent incur the 
dissatisfaction of their employers who may be involved in a disturbance 
which it is required to quell, "j be Horse will in most cases prefer to 
disappr int the Local Agent, because there are no consequences to b ■ 
apprehended of their failing to execute his orders, while the results most 
vexatious to them and in (he expostulations which ersne — to the Local 
Agent also, attend the disregard of their Chief’s immediate interests”. 


^ • . I 

Cleik then had to suggest another mode of increasing its 

♦ 4 

efficiency A rate of pay should he fixed for them — say Rs. 18 per 
mensem for a Horseman and Rs 40 to Rs. 50 for a Rissaldar ; the 

Chiefs should be asked to give land or security of a Sahukar for the 

amount of pay Clerk wanted the Princes to give a lump sum to be 
redistributed among their quotas by the Pol.l-ical Agent, so that 
irregularity of payment, by which their salaries fell into arrears, should 
be avoided * 

This suggestion seemed to have been liked by Government. 

Metcalfe, asked Clerk to ascertain and report the practicability of 

carrying into effect liis suggestion with the concurrence of the Chiefs 
cone rned. 3 Cl rk replied:^ “The practicability of the measure 
proposed for the payment of the Sikh Horse will depend on the deter- 


1. According to Clerk, the Sikh contingent should be efficient enough to ensure the 

due execution of the ordei’s of the Political Agent and capable of strengthening 

his hands to a d^rce that would “deter rival parties from having recourse to 

arms or on occasions when hostilities have broken out will enable him promptly 
and efficiently to suppress them**. (B. N. 82, L N. 127;, 1 

I.. 

2. Clerk to Motcolfe, February 20, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 19. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, March 26, 1836, B. N. 36,^ L. N. ■.:2. 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, May 6, 1836, B. N.''S2, L.N, , 
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mination of the Government to render ciheient these troops which 
Government. d< cided that Ihc Protected Princes nuglit to mnin- 

tain“ Unfo^tunatel 3 ^ flS Clerk pointed out, tlie Ciiic'a were averse to 
any improvement for severnl re sons, one being tint tho^- did no regard 
in so serious a li lit the infr ction of the public peace by the collidon 
of their troops, when dispu cs could be easily adjus ed ot!ior»i ed Clerk 
added that Kapur Sin-h, tre Agen* of P.iti hi. insisted on ibe right < f 
his master and of other Princes to senrl out troops on llicir borders and 
there to fight out differenc s so long as neither party conipldined to 
Government.^ Surely, the political monlity mint have been at the 
lowest ebb when the agent of the premier Cis-Sutlej State could s> openly 
declare that might was right. Commenting on the propositi-m of Kapur 
Singh, Clerk declared Hat the only circumstances under which Govern¬ 
ment could tolerate such a rule would be where it \va 51 certain the 
collision would be strictly confined to the original disputanis That was 
not possi'le in the case of thej-e States where territories were parcelled 

out among a multitude of independent and turbulent proprietor'^ That 
would have resulted in a chronic state of anarclu', which no civilized 
Government could tolerate. 

<. . 


1. Clerk thus explained their attitude :— 

**.it enables them to violate a boundary, to seize upon a disputed tract 

or to strike a blow*.and altliough tbey may really have gainoi! nothing by 

such proceedings, still tlioy have been enabled to mni;e exhibition of tljcir 
superior mililarj* resourecs over their weaker neighbours”. 

{\i N. SJ, L. N, 127). 

2. The ideas of peace and order existing among the Cis-Sutlej princes remind one 
of the feudal times in Europe when oven the smallest <hsputes were decided by 

a recourse to arms and w’hon no civic sense was to be found among tl'.e people, 
la this connection, Clerk wrote : “.in my first conversation with the 

Patiala Minister on my taking charge of the omco in 18:il. when aggressions on 

each other by the armed retainers of these Protected Cliiefs were of a frequent 
occurrence, ho endeavoured to stipulate for the ucknowledgmont by mo of the 
right of his master or of any other Protected Chiefs, to piosecuto open warfare 

with another, provided the collision were not brought to the notice of the 
British authorities by either of the parties involved”. (B. N. 82, L. N. 127). 

In the same lotto-. Clerk remarked that tho Patiala authorities were m favour 
of the use of the British troops for checking ‘-mutual encroachments or violence” 
of the Chiefs as that used to be the practice in the days of Murray. Clerk 

thought the request as “reasonable” 






In a letter of July 1836, > Clerk was once again ask^ *‘wlJr®|Jier 
the parties concerned are willing to give the security of the Sahnkaxs for 
the regular payment of t'ueir quota or would prefer to allot a certain 
portion of land for the purpose”. The former arrangement, according to 
Metcalfe, was more desirable. Further, Clerk was inttructed to give a 



also asked to find out their sentiments and wh ther any comnaunication 
had bejn made to them relative to the propo ed increased .pay of the 

Siwars. Mstcalfe was of thj opinion that the presmt system required 
amendment and if Government felt disposed to support Clerk, hershould 
see that there was no difficulty in rendeiing it practicable; he, therefore, 
advised Cleik to hove seme cemmunication with the parties in order to 
prevent any future misunderstanding. 


Clerk stated^ the scale which had been approved by Government:- 


Patiala 

100 

Nabha 

50 

Kaithal 

‘so 

Jind 

50 (since lapsed) 

Malerkotia 

25 

Ladwa 

25 

Shamsinghia^ 

30 


He again emphasised that the Sikh Contingent, which had 
replaced the Rissala, was by no means as ehScient as the 1st Local 
Horse * Clerk had tried his best to raise the standard of the efficincey 



1. Metcalfo to Clerk, July 16, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 68. 


2. Clfek to Motcalfe, July 20. 1830, B. N. 82, L. N. 127. 




At firat tho Shamsinghio Sikhs were not oaUed upon to send their quote but in a 

despatch of November 18. 1834. Clerk suggested that they should be called 
upon to furnish 30 Horsemen to serve at the Ambain Agenoy which they could 

easily do (B. w. 80. L. N. 207). Fraser, in a reply of Novembat 24, 1884, agreed 
with Clerk that tho Sharaiinghia Sikhs might be oalled upon to famish « quota 


of Horse-proportionate to their means. 


(B. N. 84, L. Ne T8). 


Clerk remarked that every individual Sawar oi the Ist Looal Hoite w.s worth 
five Horsemen iu the employment of the Chiefs. 
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of the Contingent : he had addresstd several Chiefs and had had a 
number of talks with their confidential agents so that he might be 

provided with the best (available troops which should be regularly paid, 
but, as Clerk remarktd, * their replies, written or verbal, though couched 

in terms of perfect accord, in the matter of maintaining tluir small 
contingents, are always evasive at the point really at issue;' there 
was only one exception and that was of Malerkotla. * 


Although not much satisfied with the efficiency of the contingent, 
yet he be ieved that, if in some measure organised, it could be fully 
competent to discharge effectively every duty devolving on it. He then 
went on to say that he bad olread}^ adverted to the inclination felt by 
the more powerful Chiefs to leave their trooi s in a state of inefficiency. 


In regard to the mode of payment. Clerk replied that the 
Fhulkian Chiefs were not willing to adopt either of the two alternatives 

.that of either assiguiitg a piece of land or giving the security 

of a banker. He saw the Nabha Agent and asked him his opinion. The 
Agent felt that his master would prefer and execute the proposed 
security of a banker. * 


Metcalfe suggested to Clerk to obtain from each of tire Chiefs, 
a written intimation of their sentiments with regard to the proposed 

increase of pay to their respective quotas and of the arrangements 
which they were willing to adopt to ensure regular payments. ^ The 
Chiefs were at liberty to assign a portion of land or to give security of 
bankers ; Clerk was instructed to address the Chiefs on this point. 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 20, 1836, B. N". 82, L. N. 127. 

2. Clerk also added that he had reminded not only the Nabha Agent but also that 
of Kaithal about the inefficiency and insufficient pay of the Contingent. Their 
reply wets that their standard of efficiency and mode and rate of payment wero 
nearly alike and that they followed Patiala. 

3. I|Ietc|iJfe to ejerk, July 25, 1836, B.N, 36, L. JC. 63. 




Again writing in October 1836. * Metcalfe asked Clerk to report 
on his letter of July lo, regarding the mode of payment, of the Chiefs’ 
quotas kept at Ainbala. Acknowledging the communication in Novem-, 
ber 1836 - Clerk replied that he had received replies from Patiala and 
Kaithal bu not from Nabha. He sent for Sahib Singh, the confidential 
agent of the Nabha Raja, and asked him to submit the reply of h\s master 

within seven days. It was actually on the 19th th^t he received.the 
reply. ^ 


It was in an important despatch, dated November 20, 1836,*^ 
that Clerk again took up the question of the payment of the Sikh 
Contingents: he also forwarded the replies he had received from the 
Chiefs of Patiala, Nabha and Kaithal. The first two Chiefs laid stress 
on the increased duties of ^their Sawars; for example, their 
being employed as patrols or to fguard prisoners. In reply. 
Clerk remarked : *^A few of Colonel Skinners' Horse were occa¬ 

sionally so employed and on their removal, the Chiefs' Sawars were 
made use of for the same purpose and being found wholly ineffi* lent, 
other arrangements were adopted, that is, Pattidar Horse are used for 
patrolling”. Government also had a small force of Barkandazes for the 

4 

purpose. According to the Political Agent, the police duties which the 
contingent had to perform would have been very light, had it not been 
for the vicinity of the Sikh States. Clerk observed : “The contiguity 
of so many independent jurisdictions all-wilh exception to Patiala- 

exceedingly lax in their police, renders the duty of that nature at 
Ambala very arduous. The same cause imposes on us the same vigilance 
and activity in protecting our other isolated estates in this quarter'*. 

Referring to the increased duies' of the' Sikh contingent. Clerk 
said that it was from other causes. ^ First, because Murray had at his 


1. Metualfe to Clerk Octobers, 1836, B, N. 38, L K.*08. r 


f t 


2. Clerk to Metcalfe, Nov 7, 


2 

3. 

4. 

6 . 








19. 


f f 


99 


B. N. 82, L. N. 167. 


i 


ft .1 


99 


L.N. 170. M 


M 




Clerk to Metcalfe, November 20, 1836, B. N. 82, L.N. 176. ' ‘ 

Clerk frankly remarked : “The duties which then devolved on them whigh 

now of necessity devolve on thein boar no oomparUon”. UiX, ' ^ 
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disposal Sawars of the 1st Local Horte who were en.ployed on those 
occasional services in thtse states which were now required of the Sikh 
Contingent.' Secondly, the sub-division of lands among the Sikh 
proprietors, petty independent Chiefs, was on the crease ; 2 thirdly, 
tbe Agency Officer at Ambala had been invested with the direct control 
of the most turbulent tribes of the Sikhs like the Maharajkians and the 
Barwalias, to restrain which large bodies of Horse liad been constantly 
employed. * Arising out of the second cause, it was also ihe duty of 
ihe Local Agent to prevent collision between the zamindars of the 
States and when they had taken place, to avert the excesses which 

would otherwise ensue. * 

The Raja of Pattala also had compared the strength of 1st 
Local Horse in Murray's time with that of the Sikh Contingent in the 
days of Clerk. According to the Raja, the number of the latter was 
about throe or four hundred Clerk observed that not only the 
comparison wos wrong but the number stated also incorrect. In the 
titnes of Murray, only the Chiefs of Patiala, Nabha and Kaithal furni- 


1. As pointed out earlier, Murray had not only the let Local Horse, but also the 
Sikh contingent at Ambala. 

2. Some of the petty Chiefs were in the habit of committing many lawless acts ; 
they would erect forts and disobey the orders of the Political Agent and would 
repair to the Govemor-Generars Agent at Delhi and set at nought the authority 
of the Political Officer at Ambala. Clerk had to protest many a time against 
the encouragement given to such offenders by his superior officer. For example 
in July 1834, in the case of one Kahan Singh of Lida Patti, he asked Fraser to 
remand the petitioner to his village until he should give up the idea of evading 

his order; according to him, disorder among the petty Sikh proprietors could 
only be suppressed if the Agent at Delhi took due notice of any disobedience of 
orders issuing from the Ambala Office; the stay of such men at Delhi not 
only enabled them to evade the necessity of obedience but it also enabled 

thorn “to exhibit to other turbulent characters the impunity with wliich they 
may disregard the injunctions of the Local Agent”. (B. N. 80, L. N. 88). 

3. Another turbulent Sikh tribe was that of the Jagdauli Sikhs, belonging to the 

Shamsinghia Misal. (B. N. 80, L. N. 207, November 18, 1834). 

4 . Clerk to Metcalfe, November 20, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 175- 
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sli» d their quotas while Ladwa, MalerUotla, etc were excused Again, 

the Patiala rukr had wrongly asserted th it, after the suppression of 
Akali disturbance, he, of his own accord, had placed a Rissala uudcr 
Murray's orders. In reality, a requisition had to be made by Murray in 
conformity to orders received frum Government of May 7 1824 ^ 

% 

Allusion had also been made by the Chiefs to the employment of 
the Sawars in carrying a id accompanying the Politic il Agent to 

the interior of the States. This, in view of Clerk, caused great 
inconvenience to the Political Agent who was dependent on them for the 
conveyance of ‘Dak' and for a personal mounted escort. Therefore, Clerk 
insisted that even if they were most efficient, in matter of personal 
escort, the Political Agent ought to be independent of them. For that 
purpose, a Daffedar and ten Sawars from any corps of Local Horse might 
suffice but such a party should be at all times attached to the agency. * 


It had (dso been asserted by the Chiefs that the Sawurs of the 
Sikh Contingent had been employed at Cawnpur and Lucknow. In this 
connection, Clerk observed that the rule was not to employ them out of 
these states. The one exception had been when six Sawars escorted 
Mrs. Grant to Lucknow. It had also been stated in ti:e replies of the 
Chiefs that the Ripaldars had been “assured and satisfied” and that if 


1- The orders were conveyed by Swinton, %\\e Chief Secretory at Calcutta to 
Elliott, the Resident at Delhi. 

The following is the relevant paragraph :— 

“The Governor-General in Council approves the measure which you have directed 

of keeping together in n central position a body of Horse from the different 
Sikh Chiefs to be ready to repel any future incursion of similar maraud' 
parties and concurs with you in opinion likewise that it will be desirable to 
place one hundred of Skinners’ Horse under the orders of the Deputy Superinten 

dent to bo employed according to circumstances. 

Elliott to Murray, May 26, 1824, B. N. 24, L, N. 106. 

Swinton to Elliott. May 7, 1824, B. N. 24. p. 167-58. 


8 . 


ft 


Earlier, Clerk had spoken of a small infaptry force of a Jamadar Andaman ai 
lUfficient to ^uard the A^nt, N. 79, L. N. 


r> 
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thprc doubt in the matter, the Rissaldars should be refr^rred to. 

Ci^rlj commented thus : ‘Miut tKe Rissaldars theriisflves are without 
(jiiesdon very well off and it is precisely this reliance uu tliem of their 
employers at a distance without a possibility of tlitir invettrate habits of 
irregular profi's under the pre ent sy tcni checked here, which makes 

them so well off”.* 


The Bh i of Kaithal had stated in hs reply that 8 annas per 
diem were paid to each Siwar by his state and tliat was sufftcient Cleik 
was willing to accept the r ite, provided the payment was regularly 
made Biid so he observed: *'lf, however, these t- rms were accepted and 
fixed for the other Chiefs, as well as the Bhii and if all were to be given 
distinctly to understand that Government had auth ri ed the attachment 

forthwith of an adequate quantity of-'and on failure of due payment ol 

the prescribed rate the object might be thus attained.The Political 

\<rent here hfts no time to attend vt-ry closely to such matters, but it 

will not be difhcuU to ascertai i wiiether the am -ndinent produce the 
efiect dssired”.* Clerk als) suggeste i to Metcalf ; that if fie recommended 
the m asure to Gi.vernment for adoption, it would be as well to inform 
the Chiefs that, after a year, if that failed, the other more direct measures 
for reforming their Horse, must be had recourse to. 

Clerk next took up the question of the inadequacy of the Patiala 
quota-5 The Bhai of Kaithal had complained that hia quota was too 
large as compared with that of Patiala; the revenue of Kaithal exceeded 
those of Nabha, which furnished a quota of the sama strength as Kaithal; 


1 Clerk quoted the case of the Rissaldar of Kaithal who received allowance for 50 
Horsemen but maintained only 30. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, November 20, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 175. 

3 A few months before also. Clerk had drawn Metcalfe’s attention to this fact, 
adding that Frasar had desired him to suggest a larger quota from Patiala 
(B. N. 82, L. N. 127). Metcalfe asked Clerk to do the same (B. N. 36, 

L,N. 62). 
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therefore, Nabha had the same cau^e of complaint and the Nabha Vakil 
nacl represented the mitter to Clerk. The cause of complaint was thus 
expressed by Clerk; “It may at first seem vexatious in them to cwil 
about proportions, wheji all they are now called upon to furnish is so 
insignificant considering their resource but I am satisfied that it is a 
point to which they attach great importance, and that not without 
cause; for whenever they may be called into field with all 
their dispjsable forces, as allies of the British Government, the 
proportions in which they furnish this small contingent, they may 

naturally fear, would be tssiimtd in calling out their troops'\ So Clerk 


suggested that it would be proper to give to Kaithal and Nabha some 
assurance against this inequality; this would be best effected by correc¬ 
ting the fcale.i 


1. The old scale was, as follows 

# 


Pa? iala 

100 

Horses, 

Kaithal 

50 

9 9 

Nabha 

30 

ft 

Ladwa 

25 

ft 

Malorkotia 

25 

ft 

Shamsinghia 

30 

f t 


Total : 280 


Clerk recommended 


that it might, in fair proportion, be reduced thus i— 


Patiala 

100 Horses, 

Kaithal 

30 

99 

Nabha 

90 

99 

Ladwa 

15 

99 

Malorkotia 

15 


Shamsinghia ^ 

30 

99 

Total : 

210 

99 


If Government wanted an increase in the 
as follows :— 


number of q^o^s, Qlork 8^ggMted| 



{Continued on next page). 
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This letter of Clerk was acknowlcc'ged Vy Metcalfe, who made 
the following reply* ;— 

**It is proposed to procure for the Sawars a regular pay of 8 

annas per diem and to make some alteration in the present compU inents 
of the respective quotas without exercising for the present any further 
interference between the Chiefs and their contingents. 


The arrangement appears unobjectionable provi led the assent of 
the Chiefs can be obtained end you are accordingly rc(|iiestcd to avail 
your«elf of every opportunity to effect this object by your influenc . But 
the reform is not to be att* mpted by force. 


The contingents of the minor states may be reduced as suggested 
by you and you will be able probably to avail yourself of that opportunity 
to render them more effective". 

In other words, fjovernment was reluc ant to enforce any 
innovation without the consent of the Chiefs. After all. the Goniingent 
was voluntary and whatever reforms in it were desired by Clerk could 


(Continued fr ym page 412). 


Patiala 

200 Horses 

Kaithal 

60 

Nabha 

40 

Ladwa 

25 „ 

Mal®rkotIa 

25 

Shamsinghia 

30 


Total : 380 


Even the reduced scale was thought to be sufficient by Clerk, if the Sawars 
could be rendered orderly and eHicient. However, no change was made in the 
number, the ‘status quo’ being kept. 

1. Metcalfe to Clerk, December 24, 1836, B K. 36. L.N. 102. 
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J .1 / b e intpo<kiced if the Princes agreed. Further, GoverniAeiit was 
prepared to accept the reduced quota if the troops were rendered eflScient 
and payment to them regularised by the Chiefs concerned. 


The entire correspondence was referred to the Couit "of Directors 
^ which suggestsd 1 that the question of proportion of quota should''b6 
* disposed of’* in connection with the boundary problem of Hariana 
f ontifi. It remarked: ‘*The parties concerned.are for ihe most 

p rt of the same who furnish quotas to the contingent ai d their release 

from this obligation might form part of compron ise which we are anxious 

% 

to see effected of the territorial dispute ^ 

This despatch was referred to Clerk who did not agree with the 

suggestion as he wrote : ... the maintenance at Ambala by the 

Sikh Chiefs of the present small and ch< ap quotas of Horse is not such 
an object in their consideration as to afferd a pro^pfct of its being 
advantageously relinquished by the British Government in- connection 
with any scheme of comp omise of the territorial disputes on the. Hariana 

frontier .”2 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, December 13, 1838, B. N. 38, L. N. 88. 

Torrens to Metcalfe. „ 6. p.' 410, and extract of Paras 34 

and 35->fa letter from Court of Directors, No. 45 of 1838. dated August 22. 

The Court also pointed out the defect of the scheme of accepting the reduced 
quota from other Chiefs in these words ; “The minor Chiefs will probably give 

a ready consent in return for the reduction of their quotas.From the Kaja 

of Patiala, whose quota is not intended to be reduoq^, a voluntary assent is 
not.to be expected’*. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 2, 1839. B. N. 83. L. N. 106. 

That brings to an end Clerk’s correspondence relating to the Sikh Contingent. 
The total quota was not reduced, as in August 1841. Clerk informed Maddook 
in a letter that the Chiefs maintained a contingent of 300 Horse at Ambala over 
which they had “no maimer of authority”. So thi> long correspondence inoi^tised 
the control of the Political Agent over the contingent and resulted in fixing, of 

(Continued on next page) 
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Finally I niay ad-l that the mal-}idmiiii?tiatioji of tlie Cis-Sut!ej 
Chiefs was an ever recuriing s<Airco of ai.xi iy to Clerk I rtni tl.e v»rv 
institution of the agency, the Politioal Agems had Ixen l.rpt busy in 

tackling this very intricate problem: Wherev. r the British control was 

extended, it brought more p(ac(fu! and hciicc prosi)-rous conoitiens to 


the people. The British ofiicials were usually keen to promote tlie 
material welfare of the governed and Clerk wns no exception His 
correspondence is nn alundju.t proof of the i ssidiioim efforts which he 

made to rouse countless petty Chieftnins.inc’udinp Missaldnrs und 

Pattidars.to a better ap])reciation cf their ob'igations to tloir 

subjects. 


The lawlejs spiri- displayed by tlie Akalis towards tlv south of 
ft e Sutlej wns another somewhat serious matter engaging the attention 
of Chrk. 'He adopted severest possible mcasurts to ch-ck their 
unprovoked depredations. For this purpose, a Rissala of Skinners' Horse, 
in addition to a small Sikh force, had bee * kept for som« ye.rs before he 
took charge cf the agency. During his active tenure, however, Govern¬ 
ment began to feel that the Chiefs might bear the entire expei se of 
preserving peace, throughout the Cis-SuUej area and so withdrew the 
RUsala leavirg the small Sikh Rrre to mnnage things as best ns it could. 
Clerk made strenuous efforts to raise its (fhciency and it was solely due 
to his exertions that the Chiefs started paying regular salaries to their 
respective quotas. Clerk even proposed that land or some other 
guarantee should be taken from the Chiefs for defraying the expense of 


{Continued from page 414) 

a r. gular pay of 8 annas per diem for a Horseman. Most probably, the change in 
number was not introduced for fear of offending Patiala. 

In a letter of Clerk, mentioned above, he discussed a plan “for rendering the 
military resources of the Protected Sikh States available to the British Govern 
menV> (AppendLx I. Chapter VI, page 8). The need was felt as the 
British Government had been entangled in the Afghan mire, raoreo\er, on 
account of the Klialea Army becoming unmanageable, immediately after the 
accession of Sher Singh. Clerk felt tempted to intervene in the Khalsa affairs 

apd for that purpose wanted to use the resources of the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs alsp. 

% 
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such quotas but the proposal was declined by Government as it seemed 
a SOU' ^What serious departure from its declared policy of affording ffSe 
protection to the Chiefs, which had been promised to thefn by the Pro- 
clamation of 1809. 
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CONCLUSION. 



It has not been possible to include in the foregoing chapters 
every aspect of the work of Sir George Russel Clerk which he accompli¬ 
shed during his sojourn in the Cis-Sutlej country. Nor have I been able 

to utilise several letters pertaining to a variety of topics and incidents 
as they could not be fitted into any manner of classification ard adopted 
into the frame-work of the chapters. But they are of considerable 
interest in revealing the many-sidedness of the man and deserve a 

mention. 

There are, for example, four letters relating to the famous Rupar 
interview between Ranjit Singh and William Bentinck, which stand by 
themselves. * 

Several other letters show that he was very anxious to preserve 
peace and tranquillity in the territory under bis charge. The first thing 
that he did, after his assumption of office, was to build a wall round 
Ambala with a view to checking thefts in the city. He also maintained 
a regular and efficient police force. Its expense was borne by the 
princes, a d it helped in protecting effectively the life and property in and 
about the city. He made sustained efforts to stop robbfry, cattle-lifting, 

smuggling, Thuggee, traffic in children, female infanticide and many 
other social evils so widely prevalent in the area of the jurisdiction. He 


1. Benson to Clerk, September 17, 1831, B. N. 31, L. N. 53. 
Frinsep to Clerk, October 6, „ *. L. N. 66. 

*> »> ,* 6, ,* »> 

p M 10, ,, «» 


L. N. 67. 
L. N. 69. 
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tried to introduce vaccination in the territories of Patiala and other 
Qhiefs. He promoted agriculture, reclaimed barren lands, improved 
irrigation, gave seeds to cultivators and arranged for equitable revenue 
settlements. In short, his work as an administrator was commendable. i 


In this coone-tion. 

see :— 




Martin to Clerk, 

September 28, 

1831. B.N. 31, L. N. 

57. 

Clerk to Martin, 

February 

2. 

1832, B. N. 78, L N. 

10. 

Martin to Clerk 

♦ » 

24. 

.B. N. 32, L. N. 

U. 

Clerk to Fraser, 

April 

22, 

,, B. N. 78, L. N. 

20. 

Fraser to Clerk, 

May 

16. 

B. N. 32, L, N 

20. 

Clerk to Fraser, 


28, 

B. N. 78. L. N. 

28. 

Fraser to Clerk, 

June 

30, 

„ B. N. 32, L. N. 

50. 

Clerk to Fraser, 

July 

2.6, 

.. B.N. 78, L. N. 

6‘4. 

»* *. 

May 

15, 

1833, B. N. 79. L. N. 

37. 

Clerk to Simon, 

Februry 

28, 

B.N. 79, X, N. 

178. 

Clerk to Fraper, 

March 

31. 

.. B. N. 79. L. N. 

180. 

Clerk to Wade, 

Mav 

• 

17. 

,, B. N. 79. L N. 

181. 

Clerk to Fraser, 

December 

3, 

B. N 79. L. N. 

189. 

Clerk to R. Neave 

♦ > t 

In, 

,, B. N. 79. L. N. 

190. 

*• .» 


11. 

„ B. N. 79, L. N. 191. 

•« 

« • 

23. 

.. B. N. 79. L. N. 

194. 

Fraser to Clerk, 

January' 

28. 

1834. B. N. 34. L. N. 

16. 

Clerk to Fraser. 

February 

24. 

.. B N. 80. X. N. 

12. 

Fraser to Clerk. 

March 

20. 

B. N. 34, L. N. 

26. 

Clerk to Fraser, 

April 

8, 

, B. N. 80, L. N. 

35. 


“ •’ •• 22, „ B. N.80. L. N. 41. 

'• IS, 1836. B. N. 81, L. N. 18. 

©r« to Metcalfe. ^ Aiipu?t 26. .. B. N. 81, L. N. 96. 

November r>. .. B. N. 81. L. N. 127. 

* ’^1 ’* ” B. N. 81. L. N. 130. 

Metcalfe to Clork .. ,o. .. g. jj. 35. L. N. 73. 

rillk . « JS36. B. N. 3R. L. N. 86. 

o Metcalfe. November 21, 1830. B. N. 82. L. N. 176. 

Tho^l" ®- N. 38. L. N. 37. 

Metcalf ® 21, „ B.N. 38, L. N. 60. 

ClB t. ^ **• 

:• •• 

1.. B ■ " 20. - B, N. 83. L. N. IM. 

t:"- .. B. R ,8. L. K. «. 

etoalfe, February 20, 1840, B. N. 83, L. N. 144 

Clerk to Blunt, March 2. .. B. N. 83. L. N. 146. 

Cork to Steel. j3^ 


X 


t419] 


A series of letters relate to the personal relations betwcJii the 
Cie Sutlej Chiefs, e pecUlly t.e rulers of b=g rUtes an-l h mself. It 

aL that some did not show proper r spect to hs ofhc ■, and would 
address their communications to Government through him. They 

"vould keep their agents in Calcutta or at Delhi, follow their advice, and 
aisrevard h s instructions. All this irritated him greatly and he would 
often°complain of it to his superior at Delhi pointing out not only that 
it was derogatory to him personally but that it also impeded the smooth 

working of his office. In January 1832. he paid a visit to the Ra]a of 

\abha and there met the ruler of Patiala as well. He had a talk with 
both and their officials about their relations with his office at Ambala. 
He was anxious that they should submit alb their communications 
through him instead of addressing the Supreme Government direct. They 
acknowledged that that would be the more regular course and expressed 

their willingness to concede to his wish But a ' ^ ^ 

struck by Kapur Singh, an agent of Patiala, who w mted Clerk “ ' 

rvestigation of the disputed boundaries of the Bhatti-Hariana rontiers. 

Td o:fcierk'a declining to do so, the agent felt ^ f - 

consegu^nce, the Patiala ruler determined to ^conUc^^ 

Government by sending a m<s«ion to Calcutta. 

anxious to maintai . the dignity of his office, is also shown 

episode. When Maharaja Karm Singh of Patiala 

The^aja-s request, observing that none o™ 
footing of Princes who had executed separate e g 

British Government and that he had to at end ^ upheld 

other Rajas equal in rank to the ruler of Patiala. 


1. aerk to Metcalfe. Januory 23. 1836. B.N. 82 p and 

Clerk wrote that there was so much jealousy between the rule of^ 
the Bhai of Kaithal, that the latter bad sent ° Clerk explained, 

.ould he —-- 
the Bhai was afraid that J f t in this counectioa, Clerk remar- 

<>•—"rTzr- -Oil" “ pt::..» 

r.r«r o' — - —irzr; 

auccesaion to hairless chiefships and generally to a supremacy over 
Bikba”. 

Cl'ht^ to Fraser, April 28, 1832, B. N. 78, L, N. 21, 
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Clerk’s objection though it allowed the Civil Surgeon at Ambala to 
accompany the Chief.* 

Clerk respected the religious prejudices of the Sikhs. Realisings 
as he did, with what abhorence they looked upon practice of kine slaughter, 
he observed m a letter of August 1831,= to the Deputy Assistant, 
commissary General, Karnal that the consumption of bullocks for the 
victualling of troops, about to march to Rupar through the Protected 
States, ought to be abstained from, add ng that the Br tish force wculd 

be on duty with the Governor-General only for a shoU iin e and that 

therefore, this prohibition would not be in the nature of hardship to the 
European troops. In another letter of April 1832^ Clerk acknowledged 

I 

the petition from certain butchers explaining the difficulties of bringing 

cattle for slaughter from the Sikh States. Thompson had observed that 

such objections had ot been made before. But Clerk found, on referring 
to the records of the Agency, that Ochterlony and Murray had issued 

orders “ interdicting generally the sale of horned cattle for such purposes 
in any of these states.-*" In brief, his attitude was one of sympathy. 


1. Fraser to Clork. May 21. 1833. B. N. 32, L. N. 27. 

2. Clerk to Tliompson. August 2o. 1831, B. N. 77. L. N. 55. 

4 

This focling was shared by Maharaja Ranjit Singh and his successors. When 
the British army was to roturn through the Punjab, after the Kabul campaign, 
ono of tho conditions laid down was that tho slaughter of horned cattle would 

not bo allowed. 


.3. Clerk to Thompson, April 22, 1832, B. N. 78. L. N. 108. 


4 . 


Clerk added: ‘'I am of opinion that tho resort of butchers to these states for 
the purchase of the saorotl cattle for slaughter must ever oecasion Adless 
references rolntmg to the complaints of tho purchasers who will be frmuently 
mal-troatod and to tho outraged feelings of those in whoso Uaqaa stiob p^sMM 
have been made”. 
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As is well known, Lord William Hcntinck had abolished in 1829 

the inhuman practice of‘Sati’or immolation of widows on the funeral 
pyres of their husbands. Like every humane peison, t Icrk was o[)posed to 
this practice and tried his best to check it. Fortunately it was not very 
popular among the Sikhs. According to him, the cruel practice was not 
held in very much esteem by them and the succession of the widows to 
the estates of their deceased husbands struck at the root of the evil. 


On two occasions, Clerk effectively intervened in preventing 
*Sati/ One was on the death of Kunwar Ranjit Singh, eldest son of 
Raja Jaswant Singh of Nabha.^ One of his widows wanted to become a 
‘Sati.' Clerk despatched an express to Patiala^ ruler to prevent, if 
possible, the useless sacrifice of her life. The ruler acted with 
commendable zeal; he sent his own mother to dissuade tlie widow whose 
life was thus saved.^ #he second occash)n was when Raja Kharak Chand of 



1, Clork to Fraser, Juno 20. 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 35. 

Tho relations botwoen Kunwar Ranjit Singli and his father had lonp boon 
notorious.' As early ns 1818, the fqj-mor had robollod (U. N. C4, L. N.77); 
though later on a reconciliation took placo through tho efforts of Birch, who was 
then tho Political Agent (B.N. 64, L.L.N. 3.5 & 88). But they again started quar¬ 
relling so much so that Raja Jaswant Singh wanted to disinherit him ond oven 

went to the length of accusing liis son of attempting to poison him. {B.N. 72, L.N 
227). The Prince doniod tho charge and tho Govornor-Goneral, to whom it was 

referred, did not epnsidor tho charge established (3. N. 25, L. N. 146, and B. N. 
27, L. N. 129). So when the Kunwar died, his widows naturally suspected that 

his father had a hand in his death. At first, Clerk believed in tho truth of the 
charge but later on it was found that his suspicions wore groundless. 

2. Although the ruler was personally opposed to this practice, yet some cases did 

occur iu his state. For example, Fraser wrote to Clerk in July 1832 expressing 
the concern of the Governor-General that tho cruel rite was still tolerated m 

Patiala ; Clerk was to request the ruler to put it down effectually and to award 
suitable penalties to the parties (B. N. 32, L. N. 60). In reply. Clerk observed 
that tho Patiala Raja deprecated tho practice and that the officers concerned had 
been suitably puffished (B. N. 78, h. N. 64). Government e^tpressed its satisfac- 

tion (B. N. 32, L. N. 105). 

3* Clerk to Fraser, October 2, 1832, 3. N. 78, L. N. 64. 



Bilaspur died in March 1839. Two of his three widows-slanted to immolate 
themseWes but Cleik promised them a liberal maintenance and was 
thereby aide to persuade them in giving up their resolve*. 


In the end I might say that the usefulness of Clerk's work cannot 
be questioned by even the most sceptical. He helped in establishing 

many wise rules and conventionsf or his Government to follow in oases 

A 

of disputes and escheats and played euccossfully the role of a great 
administrator. No other agent in the Cis-Sublej regions . neither Ochter- 


lony nor Murray - can be compared in respect of labour that he brought 

to bear upon hie task and achievement. It is no wonder , that he was 

looked upon by Lord Ellenborough as the greaftst living authority on 
the Sikhi, This enviable reputation he rightly won for himself in 
terms of the intrinsic value of his hard, solid work. However, wa look 
at him, whether as a statesman, as an administrator or as a reformer, 


he is equally great. Herein lies the justification, if this be at all necess¬ 
ary, for my endeavour to interpret him and his correspondence 


historically. 


END 


4 



1. Clerk to Mrtdduck, April 15, \830. B. N. 83, L. N. 112, 

At the death of the Raja, as many as aixby.four persona were saved from 
becoming *Soti' by Clerk. Thia won him not only the approbation of the Supreme 
Ooverninont but also that of the Court of Directors* 

Torrens to Clerk, September 28, 1840, B, N. 127, L. N, 48, 

Thoma.on to Clerk. May 8. 1841, B. N. 128, L. N. 77, Despatch of the 04urb of 
Dirootors, Extract Para 25 of L. N. 27, July 29, 1840, B, N* 128, p, 161* 
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\ APPENDICES 

) APPENDIX I 

to 

chapter III 


Other escheats were, as follows :— 

(1) Lashkar Khan Ki Serai 

This place lapsed to the Supreme Government by the death of 
Sardarni Bbagan, the last of the two widows of Sardar Moh^n Sir>gh 
Nishanwala. On January 5, 1829,' Murray had reported that ho had 
taken possession of Lashkar Khan end reveral villages situated about 
forty miles, North-West of Ambala, including the village of Diidla, near 
Ambala. The villager were held in co-parce y with Pa iala 


* The Sardarni had died leaving a childless daughter and, th* refore, 

there was no claimant to the rstate. The cr-patceny had led to many 
disputes between the Sardarri and the ruler of Patiala; t* e f<^rmer bad 
to appeal many a time to the Local British authorities for protection 
against the encroachments of Patiala. Murray bad also recommei ded 
that, as the expense of the management wnuH be disproportionately 
heavy, the share of the la'e widow should be given to Patiala on Rs.2l00 
ayear. As narrated in a previous rhapter, it led to a long and biiter 
crntroversy between Maharaja Karam Sirgh of Patuala and the British 
Government in Clerk's time, but the latter refused to part vith the 

lapse,* 


(21 Estate of Gaukpur 

On October 8, 1835, the death of Mai Pardhan of Gaukpur was' 
reported by Clerk, in a letter addressed to Metcalfe.* She had died 
“leaving her estate under circumetancea vhfch teemed to lequire that 
a servant of this office should be placed in charge until the questkn 



Murray to Colebrooke, January 5, 1829, B. N- 75, L. N. 262. 
Colebrook© to Murray, January 10, 1829, B. N. 29, B. N. 6. 
1. Clerk to Martin, September 26, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 76. 


2, I have discussed the case in Chapter V. 

8, Clerk to Metcalfe, October 8, 1835, B. N. 81, L. N. 113 



I 
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regarding it could be submitted to Government'*. Tracng her history. 
Clerk menticvied that the husband of Mai Pardhan, Gurbaksh Singh 
Shahid, died in 1785, and that she obtained possession of the entire 
estate, comprising 23 villages. A few months later, her step-son. 
Dya Singh, deprived her of the estate and imprisoned her. The mother 
of Gu ab Singh Shahid interfered in the dispute and obtained for Pardhan 
the email Taaluq of Gaukpur which Gurbaksh Singh had conferred on 
the brolhers of Mai Pardhan From that period this small estate was 
in exclusive \ ossession of the Mai. 


Clerk went on to say that Pardhan bad considered the Tanluq 

of Gaukpur. as “alien ted from the possession of Dya Singh Shahid, the 

son and successor of h r husband - Gurbaksh Singh*'. But Dya Singh 
maintain d that the estate should be considered as a Upse to his Chiefship; 
the most important of the Shahid Sardars—Gulab Singh—was also of the 

same opinion. 


The view of Metcalfe was that the estate of Gaukpur phqilld 
revert to Dya Singh, from whom Mai Pardhan had received it at the 
interposition of the mother of Gulab SinghSJu*ta"and other Chieftains.* 
He added that it was not very clear ^her the brothers of Pardhan, 

Gurdial Singh and Nihal Singh on who^n the Taaluq had been conferred, 
made any opposition "either on Dyp Singh’s assumption of the entire 
estate or the grant by him of the Taaluq in question to the Ma." 
He was of the opinion that Gaukpur should be restored to Dya Singh 
while Nihal Singh and Gurdial Singh be asked to establish their claims 
by producing evidence that it had been granted to them by Gurbaksh 
Singh. Thus the escheat was restored by Government. 


(3) S^d&ura* • • 

On July 18, 1834. Clerk reported the demise of Mai Itajan of 

Sadaura.* Her estate consisted of 24 Horse-ihare of the lands possessed 



1. Motoalfo to Clerk, October 13,1836, B. N. 35, L. N- 62. 

2. Clerk to Froflor, July 18, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N, 97, 
Frosor to Clerk, July 31, 1834, B. N. 84, L. N. iS* 
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by the Jabalian Sikh and comprised six villages and also some share 
in others. She had left no heirs. Her husband was Bagh Sir.gh who died 

in 1780; a moiety of the revenues of the village had been granted by h^m 

to his sister’s son - Dasaundha Singh-and was being enjoyed at the time 

of the Mai’s death by his grand-son.Nand Singh, whose possession Clerk 

had not disturbed; all other lands had escheated to Government. The Mai 
had left a grand-daughter. J-on. (daughter of her daughter-Karam Kunwar). 
She was living with the Mai. Clerk continued to her 30 seers of grain per 
diem and recommended to Government that it should be sanctioned. 


otherwise she Would be left destitute. The annexation w iS approved. * 
Later on, the share of Jionl was converted into cash payment * 


(4) Estato ol Sardar Megh Singh of Buria- 

• I 

• • t 

t 

On July 21. 1835, Clerk rep rrbe I® that he had assumed charge 
of the estate of Buri-i, in ronsequence of the death of Megh Singh, 
without ho.rs. The estate was situated on the low - lands of Jumna 

and had an annua! income of Rs. 15.000. The Sardar had repudiated 

his two wives and lived separate from them. His conedential agent 

\ 

Kesra Singh and his agent at Ambala had t Id Clerk that Megh Singh 
wanted that no provision shou'd be given to them. The Sardar himself 

had also expressed the same wish when,he had met Clerk two years 

\ 


1. Fraser to Clerk, September 24, 1834, B. N. 34, L. N. 58. 

Trevelyan to Fraser, August 21, 1834, B. N. 34, p. 389. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, October 20, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N, 178. 

Fraser to Clerk, November 27, 1834, B, N. 34, L. N. 74. 

^ Trevelyan to Fraser, November 13, 1834, B. N. 34, p- 458. 

There were two pensioners besides Jioni; all the three were recommended an 
allowance of Rs. 220/-/9, the share of Jioni being Rs. 194/2/6 per annum. (B. N, 
80, L. N. 1T8). 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 21, 1835, B. N. 81, L. N. 85. 


earlier.* 



His step-mother, Raj Kunwar, had a provision of two villages 
yielding Rs. 800 per annum; Clerk recommended that one niore village 
should be given to her His grand-mother was still alive and had been 
given a village of the revenue of Rs. .1,000 a year. Clerk felt that the. 
old ladies should not be disturbed in their possessions. The Sirdar had 

left a debt of Rs. 7,000 and it was his dying wish that his creditors 

« 

should be paid in full. He had left personal property worth Rs 4^000; 
the balance was to be paid from the first year's revenue. 


Metcalfe, the Agent of the Governor-General, reported the 
orders* of the Governor, North-West Provinces, who was ‘‘pleased to 
authorise the payment of the debts of the deceased, so far as they can be 

liquidated from the money or personal effects left by Megh Singh but not 
from the future revenues of the land.which belong to the Gover- 


\ 

I. On March 6. 1833, Clerk had reported to Fraser that one of the wives , of 
Megh Singh of Buria had presented a petition to him against the Sardar and 
gone to Delhi. Clerk felt that it wad' not desirous to make inquiries as to the 
cause of the little cordiality subsisting between the Sardar and his wife.' The 
reason was described by Clerk eti follows 

*^The Sardar*8 domestic trouble originated in the attempts of the lady’s parents 
and relatives to introduce as her relatives, certain male attendants of their own 
party with a view to relieve Megh Singh of managing his own estate”, 

(B. N. 79, L. N. 10). 

Fraser ssemed to have listened to her complaints and issued certain instruotions 
for Megh Singh, but the Sardar put forward a protest though he deolckred that it 
wos not his intention to disregard those instructions.. He only put a respectful 
appeal against the procedure proposed by the complainant, whioh' he designate 
**as degrading to himself, at variance with the images of his tribe and an 

ixifringement of the stipulations whioh the British Government pledged itself to 
observe towards the Sikh Chieftains, South of the Sutlej”. f 

(B. N 79, L. N. 46. June li;* 18SS); 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, August 13, 18SS, B. N. 35, L. N. 49,. 

Georetary, Government of Agra to Metcalfe, B. N. 86, p, 464-66, 
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nment'*. About the provision of the step-mother and grand-father ol 
the late Sardar, Metcalfe conveyed the orders of tlie Governor, who was 

pleased to authorise the continuance of the villages, yielding Rs. 1,800 

annually, during their lives.‘ 


In 1836, when® Clerk paid a visit to Buria, he was approached 
by several influential Sardars, on beh-ilf of the widows of Megh Singh, 
They wanted some provision to be granted to them. So Clerk recommen¬ 
ded that the village of Rampur, the annual revenue of which was 
Rs. 1,150, should be given jointly to them, the survivor to succeed to the 
whole, on condition of their residing at e.ther Rampur or Buria. 
Metcalfe, writing on March 2, 1836, said that the Governor wanted him 
to find out what provision would have been given to the widows, had 
the late Sardar not preferred a request for their exclusion.^ 


Clerk, replying on March 8, 1836, was of the opinion that a 
village to each of the two widows of the vah.e of Rampur would have 
been considered a due provision for them.** Inspite of this recommenda¬ 
tion, the British Government did not grant any maintenance to the 
widows. Metcalfe, in a communication dated March 30, 1836, quoted 
the opinion of the Lieutenant-Governor who felt that ‘ these widows are 
neither entitled to anything nor do they appear to be in that state of 
destitution which should render them objects of the charitable considera¬ 
tion of the Government".® 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, September 12, 1835, B. N. N. 64. 

Secretary, Agra Qovermeat, to Metcalfe, Sepv^mber 5, 1835, B. N. 35, p. 495. 

s 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 2, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 14. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, March 2, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 15. 

Secretary, Agra Government, to Matcalfe, February 20, 1836, B. N. 36, p. 72. 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 8, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 30 

6. Metcalfe to Clerk, March 30, 1836, B. N. 36, L, N. 27. 

Secretary, Agra Government, to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B. N. 36, p. 104* 




(5) Ifhe df ChiiU Singh Jenieraya. 

' f ' 

» • • 

On July 7, 1834, Clerk reported the death of Raj Kanwar, wido^ 
of Chula Singh, without heirs; consequently the estate lapsed to the 
British Government.' It comprised a small share in fi.teen villages and 

a four-horse share in the moiety of Indri.^ She had a grand daughter 

married to a Sikh residing in the North of the Sutlej but her claim was 

inadmissible and ‘'the lands must be considered to have escheated to the 
Supreme Government”. 

(6) The estate of Malik. 

Clerk, in a letter to Thomason, Secretary, Government of Agra, 
reported ^ the death of Sardar Ram Singh of Malik in February 1840. 

took possession of the estate. Malik was a small dependency of the 
Bilaspur domain which lapsed to Government in 1820. Its revenue was 

Rs 7,000 a year It was one of the Pattis held by the Lodpindia Sikhs 

who were vassals of the Bilaspur Chief and were, therefore, the vassals 
of the British Government since 1820, 


Ram Singh had inherited the Patti from his father. Mohan Singh. 
He had died childless leaving three widows. On one of them, Partap 


1. Clerk to Fraser, July 7, 1834. B. N. 80. L. N. 89. 

About the Jemerayos. wrote: “The Jemerayas Sikhs take their naihe 

from native village of Jemoraya on the bank of the Bias; the present petty 

proprietors poor and indolent, each claiming to bo independent another, are 

perpetually squabbling among themselves and tyrannising over the ooodpahts of 
vho fioil • 

, A bitter quarrel^as going on in Indri between the Pathan and Sikh oo-paroeneis. 
Therefore. C^k remarked : “The oooupation of these lapsed lands by the 
British authorities will tend very much to improve the condition of the people 
and certai^ will prove a great oheok on the present excesses in ^peot to 
their intfuiol animosities”. 

S. tilfcAtothodittron, (nodate), B.N. 88, L.N.161. .V . 
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Kunwar, he had conferred the village of Yakubpur worth R-i 650 per 
annum, but no provision had been given to the other two. Clerk had 
given them an allowance of two rupees per diem but he requested the 

Lieutenant-Governor to grant to each of them a village of revenue equal 
to that of Partap Kunwar, as it would '‘conduce to their comfort while 
it accords with the cust'm of the Sikhs in providing for widows" 

(7) Estate of Gaddaull. 


After the death of Sardar Ram Singh of Gaddauli, in 1835, h^s 
estate passed to his widow, Sant Kunwar.* Ram Singh was the son of 
Jit Singh, who had a half-brother, Wazir Singh of Nagla - Lalpur 
Clerk had ejected the Sardarni on account of her bad character at the 
request of the Shamsinghia Sardars, to which confederacy her husband 
had belonged.® The estate was then taken over by Clerk on behalf of 
the British Government for want of heirs. It was worth Rs. 8,000 
a year. 


Sardar Wazir Singh claimed the estate of Gaddauli but Clerk 
rejected the claim. He had put forward his claim even in Ochterlony*s 
time, and had been sustaining it ever since. His claim was rejected by 
Ochterlony, the reason being that his father Sardar Rattan Singh, 
previous to his death in i803 (some years previous to the connection of 
the British Government with these states) had formed his conquest into 
two separate Sardaris of Gaddauli and Nagla Lalpur, assigning the latter 
to Wazir Singh and his uterine brother Hamir Singh Clerk then cited the 
rule that such separated estates, having no heirs, always escheated to the 

peramount power to the exclusion of the holders of the other. Gaddauli 
and Nagla Lalpur had been separated into two estates prior to 1807 and 
the British Government had always maintained that each estate on failure 


1., Clerk to Thomason, January 27, 1841, B. N- 83, p. 289. 

2. The Shamsinghias were a class of petty Sardars who, having lost their Chief, 
came to bo divided in several Sardaris unde the control of th> Political Agent, 


Ambala. 



of Hneal heirs, would escheat to it. ^ So Wazir Singh could not secure 
Gaddauli. 

« 

$ 

% 

(8) Estate of Bubbeal. 

4 

% 

On July 23, 1840,* Clerk reported the death of the posthunious 
child and only heir of Sardar Harnam Singh of Bubbeal and his having 
taken possession of the estate as an escheat, Bubbeal was a dependent 

Chiefship of the Taaluq of Ambala, which had lapsed to Government in 
1824. There were three co-parceners in Bubbeal - Harnam Singh, the 
grandson of Dya Singh, one of the first Sikh occupants of the Chiefship, 
Sardarnis Dharam Kaur and Rajinda, widows of Hakumat Singh, the 
bro ker of Dya Singh.and Rajinda. the widow of Karam Singb, the 
nephew of Dya Singh. > 


Harnam Singh had died on March 11, 1838, at the age of 
wenty-four. His widow was the sister of Bhaia of Arnowli and Clerk, 
recommended for her a provision of Rs. 3,000 per annum, as the income 
of the estate was between eight and nine thousand rupees a year ; but 
she had to support her mother-in-law also. If they could not live 
amicably, the widow might receive Rs. 200 a month and the mother, 
rupees fifty a month only.^ 

% 

(9) Estate of lira. 


On January 20, 1838, ^ Clerk reported the death of Mai Dharmu, 


1. Clerk to Thoznoson, January 27, 1841, B. N. 83, p. 289. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, July ^3, 1840, B. N. 83, L. N. 136. 


8 . 



Clerk to Fraser.. 1832, B, N. 79, L N. 64. 

The portion of Hal mda, the third co*paroener, was resumed by Qovemment at 
her death in 1^^6. 




4 . Clerk to Metloalff 


6. Clerk to Met 


7, 1840, B. N. 83, L. N. 164. 
m B. N. 83, L. N. 68. 
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* 

the Sardarni of Tira and his having taken possession of the estate. She 

vaS the widow of Sangat Singh of the Karorsinghia Missal who cune 

from the North of the Sutlej and possessed himself of i ira. She left no 

niale heirs but had several daughters Hut the estate, as Clerk pointed 

out, could not pass to the female line in con orinity wiih the customs of 
the Sikhs, 


The revenue of the estate was about Rs 6 .OO 1 ) per annum. She 
left little personal property except a few horses and bullocks. She 
was always in debt and Clerk wanted the sanction of Government to 
Ra l, 6 u 0 orRs 1 700 to be spent on clischaiging her establishment of 

servants and soldiers and performing her funeral ceremony about 
Rs. 1,000 were required for the former purpose and the rest for the 
latter. Transit duties bringing Rs. 5,8 - might be abolished. 


Tira cjmprised seven and half villages and was situated near 
the estate of Nihang Majra, which lapsed to Government in 1833 One 
village, Taska, was granted by the Mai to Tehal Singh, the son of one 
of her daughters. Another village, Thogan, was held jointly by the 
Mai and the Sikhs of the Nihang Majra, which had passed to the 
Britsh Government. The half village was given as a dowry to one of 
her daughters who was married to Wazir Singh of Nagla Lalpur and was 
still held thus. Another village, Koni Majra, had been conferred only 
two months earlier on Nihal Singh, son of her brother Gujjar Singh 


The annexation was approved by Government > which sanctioned 
the abolition of transit duties 


(10) Estate of Hajra. 


This estate belonged 10 Sabha Singh, a Nihang Sikh, but passed 
to his widow, Mai Rattan Kaur, at his death. When she died in April 



1. Metcalf© to Clerk, February 16, 1838. B. N. 38, L. N. 8. 

Also see, Metcalfe to aerk, January 26, 1838, B. N. 38. L. N. 5. 



1833 uithout issue, the estate lapsed to Government*^ The SardaiThi 
left personal property worth about nine hundred rupees, exclusive of 
what she left at Anand Makhowal, where she had been living ever since 
her husband's death. / 


Her jewellery, worth about four or five thousand rupees, was 
recommended by Clerk to be given-to the daughters of Sardar Sabha 
Sirigh, by a former marriage Clerk estimated the revenue to be about 
nine thousand rupees per annum One village - Mirpur - had been 
bestowed on his two daughters by Sabha Singh and they resided there 
with their families * Transit duties, bringing Rs. 77, were reoomm nded 

by Clerk to be abolished About 925 kacha bighas had been given away 
in charity by Sabha Singh and continued by his widow. Clerk felt that 
Government should continue these grants. An establishment of Rs. 110 
a month was needed to manage the estate, which was capable of much 
improvement and bound to fetch a greater amount of revenue. 

% « 

4 

4 

(11) Estate of Mustaf&bad. . " : 

The estate of Mustafabad was at first resumed by the British 
Governmeno as a lapi.e; later on it was returned to Sardar Rattan Singh, 
son of Sardar Mehtab Singh, on his advancing a claim to it. 


On November 2, 1834.* Clerk reported the death of Mai Gauran 
of Mustafabad, which had occurred a day ea'-lier, and added that he had 
placed a servant of the Agency in charge of the estate, considering it to 
have lapsed to the Supreme Government. 



1. Clerk to Fraser, April 1833, B. N. 79, L. K. 24. i 

„ „ May 22, „ B. N. 70, h. N. 42. 

2. Clerk to Fraeer, May 22, 1833, B. N. 70, L. N. 42; 

B. N. 70, Lli. N. 81 and 147, September 3 and November 27, 1833. 

8, aerkto Fiwit. S- 81 ®. !<• 1^- . . j t 


[ 433 1 


The last Sardar of Muatafabad, Mehtab SioRb, bad died in 1707 

„.d bad been succeeded by bis eldest son. Jodb SioRb, who bad been 

kiled shor.ly afterwards, leaving bis brother Rattan Stngb. then a 
minor, as the sole heir.* 


BeMdes Jodb Singb’s mother, who was long dead, there were 
two more wives of the Sardar; Sulakbni. Rattan Singh’s mother who 
took the territories situated on the Sutlej and Gatiran. the other wi.l 
who got Mustnfabacl. ^ 


ow 


In the confusion which followed, Gauran was driven fmm 
Muslafabad and retired to her husband’s trans-St.tlej possession, where 
Sulakhi.i was residing. ^ Her territory «as defended by her brother 
Gurdit Sittgh. She returned shortly afterwards and reestablished 
herself at Mustafabad Some years later, the estate of Siilakhni was 
wrested from her by Diwati Mokham Chand, the General of Main,raja 
Ranjii Singh. She appealed lo Gaunm for help but could not secure it ; 
also the latu r would not allow Sulakhni or her son, Rattan Singh, to 
share with hersell the udininistrat on of Mustafabad. * 


Rattan Sir.gh in 1812 had appealtd to Ocliterluuy for pot-session 
of hi-'* father's estate but his claim had been rejected by that officer ^ 
on the ground that Ganrtn was in possession and that the British 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk. Aopu^t 21, 1837, B. N. 37, L. N. 80. 

Scott to Maenughten, Juno 11, 1837, B. N. 37, p. 258-60. 

2 Clerk to Fraser, May 6, 1834, B N. 8 >, L. N. 56. 

Clerk described tbo possessions of Sulakhni as consisting of “Sitn and Usmanpur 
with 15 dependent villages to the North of the SutU-j nn<l Dnnaur with tlirce. 

3 Scott to Maonnghten. June 11, 1P37, B. N. 31, p 258-60. 

Clerk to Fmser, November 2, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N. 102. 

4. Clerk to Fraser, May 6, 1832, B. N 80, L. N. 56. 

Clerk to Fraser, November 12, 1832 B. N. SO, L. N. U>2. 

5. Clerk to Fraser, M;iy 6, 1832, B N- 80, L N. )6 
Clerk to Fraser, November 12, 1832, B. N. 80, L. N 102. 


[4U] 


Goveftiftient had guaranteed existing rights ohly. ‘ ThefejEofe, the 
possession of Gaurac was Upheld. As Clerk remarked : **Ochtetlony and 
later authorities seem to have considered this exclusion of Rattau Singh, 
several years ago, previous to those states being received under the 
protection of the British Government, which guaranteed only existing 
rights, as invalidating his claims, to recover the Taaluq at any future 
period. Clerk fe't that the decision was just a-id observed; '‘If such 
claims were admitted, the precedent would occasion another immigration 
of the Sikhs from the North cf the Sutlej to revive claims which were 
annulled during that disturbed period.*' ^ aud that the recognition of 
Rattan Singh’s claims would “excite in num rous instances hopes of 
recognition by the British Government of other rights annulled previous 

to its connection with these states.. hopes that must be dis-appoin^- 

ted, because their fulfilment would be at variance with the principle 
wiiich has hitherto regulated all its decisions in regard to the tights of 
the Protected Sikhs". Clerk added : “This principle has been uniformly 
acted on, even in case, in which deviation from it would have been 
more agreeable to abstract justice. It has been most scrupulously 
adhered to, although in many instances attended to with obvious 
inconvenience to the public and involving a serious sacrifice of the 
interests of the British Govenraent. Its operation in this instance brings 
Mustafabad under the management of the Supreme Government*',^ 


Excepting Rattan Singh, there was no surviving bfother ct any 
o‘her male relative of Mehtab Singh. Gauran had a daughter who had 
been married to Mehtab Singh of Thanesar and enjoyed a comfortable 
jointure there. She also had the village of Gundapura, in the Mustafabad 


1. Scott to Macnaghten, Juno 11, 1837, B. N. 37, p. 258*C0* 

2. B. N. 80, b. N. 102. 

3. Clerk ta Fraser, November 2, 1834, B. N. 80, b. N. 103. 

% 

Clerk coveted Mustafabad cm account of its important aituati(m% It lay* da the 
high commercial rood between budhiana and Jagadhari. It eonnaoted the East 
of India with the Punjab, end had once been a very flourishing town until under 

I 

the Sikh GoVommont had almost become depopulated, 
iClerk to Praser, May 0, 1834, B. N. 60, L, N* dOj. 
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'f luq given to her mother. So when GnuraM Hied on \ovetnher 1, 
■•4 Rattan Singh once again appeale<l to Governnicnf ior a recogn tion 

of his 


Metcalfe wrote to.Clerk, * quoiing the orclers of t'e l.ieutenmu- 
Governor, which were as follows : — 


4 

‘*His Honour in concurrence with ihe opini<.n expressed by . 

the Political Agent at Anibala, is pleased to determine on the resiimpt.on 
of Mustafabad as an escheat to the British Government in consequence 

of the death of Sardarni Gauran. 


The claims of Rattan Singh having been already declared 
• valid, there appears to be no otlier surviving male descendant of . 
Sardar Mehtab Singh, husband of tlie deceased... and Mustafabad. 

having been separated entirely from the other poss ssion of the family. 

there appears to he no doubt as to tne propriety >.f consid. ring the 
estate as havi, g lapsed to the Government.” 


Rattan Singh 
decision was reversed 


persisted in his eflor «, until 1837. when the 
and Mustafabad returned to him. The then 


Lieutenant-Governor, passing the order, remarked 
of the right ct the Government to retain possession 


“He has great doubts 
of the estate or that 




Metcalfe to Cle-k, April 6, 1835. B. N. 3j 
Government to Fraser, B. N. 35, p- l-r3. 


L. 


15, and Secretary, 


Agra 



I J 


a y such fresh ti^le has Meen established by the mode, in which Ga'ufajh 
achieved possession, as would justify the rejection of the claims of fhe 
heirs of Mehtab Singh and the appropriation of the'eslate as an. escheat 
on the ground of GauranV death without issue. The claimant is the son 
of the Chief whose widow we found in posse-eion and would undoubtedly 
have succe'-ded, had his father died in our time". * Under these 
citcumstances, “His Honour is disposed to recommend that the posse¬ 
ssions of the claimant's father now in our hands, Le given back to the 

claimant'*.^ This decision was approved by the Supn me Government 

% 

and Mustafabad given to Rattan Singh. * 





li Metcalfe to Ojerlc, August/ 2l, igSi. B. N. Sf, li. if. 80. 

' f ; , • ' f i,. 

Scott to Metcalfe^ August, U, 183^ B. if. 87, p. 8^8^ 


Scoti to Moonaghten, tfUaS U, 1897/ B. N. 37, p< 


2. Ibid. 


Qurdit the brother of Msti daurao/ aiAi ptit forward his' dls^i fedt it 

#as rejected. 


8. Maonoghton to Stfott, July <7*^ 18fW, A If. 8f# p. 


'I- .1 
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APPENDIX II 

to 

CDAPTER III. 

CENEOLOGICAL TABLE OF JIND HOUSE. 

Fhul. 


Gurditta ancestor 
of the Nabha family, 
died 1754. 


Tiloka 


Sukhchain, 
Died I75l. 


Mehar Singh, 

ded 1771. 


Hari Singh, 
Died 1781. 


Chand Kauf, 
married to 
Fateh Singh 
of Thanesar. 


Alam Singh, 
died 1704 


ft 

Riij Kaur, 
marri# d to 
Maha Sigh 
b.tlier of 
Maharaja 
Ranjit Singh. 


Raja Gajpat 
Singh, the 
founder of 
Jind Chicf- 
sliip died 
1789. 

I 


Rftja Bhag 
Singh, 
died 1819 


Buiaki 

Singh, 

died 

1785. 


Biiup Singh, 
died 1815 

I 


Karam 

Singh, 

died 

1817 

1 

I 

Samp 
S ngh. 


_ ft 

Bassa w 
Singh, 

died 

18:0. 


Sukha 

Sinih. 


Raja Fateh Singh, 
died 1822. 

1 


Partap 
Si gh 

died 

1816. 


la Bhagwan 
h, Singh. 

I 

Mehtab Singh, 
died 1816. 


Rote i — 


Rnja Sangat Singh, 
died 1834. 

W tha Table I have V'omparetl the Tables given by Sardors Sarup Singh 
slha Singh in their p'etitions with those in ^Ti.e Rajas of the 

Punjab'* - p. 283. and “The Chiefs of the Punjab - p. 483. 


APPENDIX 



to 

CHAPTER in. 


Metcalfe wanted to know from Clerk what provision he would 
recommend for the widows, if his proposition about escheat of Jind. were 
accepted.^ Clerk replying suggested a very liberal provision for all the 

i 

widows the sum total of which would absorb more than a third of the 
revenues of the principalityThe list was as follows :_ 


I. Sahib Kunw&r* 


She was the elder widow of the last Raja. Fateh Singh and 
the mother of Sangat Singh, during whose minority she acted as a 
regent for three years Also she wa®* managing the state after the desth 
of her eon. Her jointure was the it come of two or three villages yieldii^g 

I 

about Rs. 3,000 per annum. Clerk wanted that her provision should bfe 

r 

on a very generous scale and recommended that she should be given 
lands worth about Rs, 25,000 a year in ell* She was the most important 
of the Jind widows and her provision was to be the most liberal. 


2. Khem Kaur. 


She was the j'unior widow of Raja Fateh Singh, She possessed 
a small v llage besides an allowance of two rupees per diem. Clerk 
^commen ed for her another Rs. 5,000 a year. 




I. Metcalfe to Clerk, May J4 A i2(J, 1836, B. N. 35# IAm N. 22 an4;i^ 


n. 


i 




2 . 


Clerk to Metcalfe, Juno 4, 2836# B. N. 81# L. H, 70. v 


S* ; 2 r.. 
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(3) Sabha Kuiitar. 


She was the senior widow of R.j., San,at Singh. SI,e had a 
Village and t wo rupees per dteni. Clerk recommended that she he g ven 

a money grant of Rs. 10,000 a year in addition to laud, which should 

fetch another Rs. 10.000 per annum. In all her provision was to be 
Rs 20,000 a year.^ 


(4) Nand Kunwar. 

She was the seco.d widow of la. eSangat Singh and posse sed a 

small'village and two rupees per d em. Clerk suggested for her a cash 

pension of Rs 5,000 a year and grant of land worth another Rs. 5 000 
a year.Rs 10,000 in all. 


(5) Sukhan. 


She was the third widow of Sangat Singh and like the second, 

possessed a small village and two rupees per diem. For her also, Clerk 

recommended Rs, 10,010 a yei.r. Rs. 5,000 in cash and Rs. 5,000 

in lands. 


.<6) Bhagbhari. 


She was the senior widow of Kunwar Partab Singh, the younger 
brother of Fateh Singh. She had been granted two villages and two 
rupees per diem. Her present lands were worth Rs. 5,000 per annum. 

Clerk suggested that she be given another Rs. 1,000 a year, so that her 

total provision might amount to [Is. 6,000 per annum. 


The father of Sabha Kunwar, Sardar Ranjit Singh, met Clerk and assuretl him 
that his daughter desired only that her jointure may be soon assigned to her and 
that on a scale suited to her rank (H. N. 82, L. N. 11, July 23. 1836). Later on, 
however, she put forward her claim to succeed to the Chiefship. 
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(7 RatfaT)t Kunwar. 




She was the second widow of Partab Singh* and waSria possession 
of a village and two rupees per diem. Clerk recommended that her 
provision should amount to Rs. 3,000 a year in all 


(8) Ram Kunwar- 

She was the third widow of Partab Singh. Before her marriage 
to Partab Singh, she had been the wife of Mehtab Singh, the brother of 

Partab Sinch. She, like Rattan Kunwar, possessed one village and two 
rupees per diem. Clerk recommended that her jointure should be "fixed, 
like that of Rattan Kimw'ar, at Rs 3,000 per annum. ^ 

' .rc'. 

(9) Sub Pai 


She cbiimed to be a widow of Partab Singh, though not - 
acknowledged ns such by the family. She received Rs. 500 a year, and 
in the opinion of Clerk did not deserve more. 


(10) Jal KiinWfir 


She was the widow of Kunwar Mehtab Singh, the »nd**^‘®roth43rr 
of Rajn l aleh Singh. No provision had been assigned for her but she 
was desirous of having one. Clerk suggested for her th • sum of Rs 3,030 
per annum. ^ 


i. • 


• » 


’ * ' -fjl 


Ab' ut the mode of payment. Clerk observed : It would Be 
preferable to the territory if money payments nloiie wefb to W 
to nil these ladies, but the relations and dependents of those, who alre dy 

possess a village, would be very averse to the commutation”.* 





1. Clork to Motcalfe, ^une 4. 1835, B. N. Sl» L. N. 70. 



viit 

>ll ♦ 'u :- ■! ' 



. *.*j 
. >> - '• V . 


» »?»t> 
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Clerk adnutted that the proposed maintenance was very Itberal 
but he said that -'the Jind territory is capable of yielding the means of 
assigning Jointures to the several widows of the family of far greater 

amount than they can have expected under other circumstances to have 
enjoyed".* Government would obtain some surplus after meeting the 
expenses of the management of Jind and unless there was surplus it 
would not stand to gain anything from the escheat.* When quite liberal 
Jointures could be given out of the small estate of Jamiyat Singh of 
Thanesar, much more liberal grants could be made out of the Jind 
revenues. Clerk strangly felt that "the present case is not one in which 
Government would consider that even the maintaining of its resources in 
the lapsed Chiefship altogether undiminished should be secured by 
assigning to the surviving members of the family for their lives anything 
less than a liberal provision."* 


1. Perhaps Clerk wanted the widows to reconcile theoiselves to the lapse. Govern¬ 
ment seemed to have been a little surprised at these amounts. 

S. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 4 , 1835, B. N 81, L. N. 70- 

Clerk says : “Otherwise the resources of Government would, for the present, be 
impaired by aasuming the management of a territory from which, while a Chief 
existed it could derive assistance in time of need, as from a Protected State. 
Raja Sangat Singh maintained 700 Horse and 1,000 Sibundis. He was unques¬ 
tionably prepared at any time to have joined the British arms with all of these. 
6o are all the Protected Sikh Chiefs prepared to act according to their means 
Bo has the Paramount power a right to expect that they will act. It may, 
morever, be added that these Chiefs at all times, testify the utmost real to 
render such service to the power that has so long and so effectually protected 
them**. 


^ Cledc to Metcalfe, June 4, 1835, B. K. 61, K- 70. 
Uatoalfe to Clerk, Marsh 80, 1886, B. XT. 80, V V. ftf. 




APPENDIX IV 

to 

CHAPTER UI. 


ft 

• : ^ 

Clerk dealt with the cases, which Sarup Singh had given in 
support of hisdaim, one by one, as follows :— 

» 

(1) The 'Utate of Kakxala. 

e 

4 

4 

Bhagbhari inherited Kakrala, the estate of her husba>xxd, Bhai 

Karam Singh, On her death in 1819, the estate was devolved on Bhai 

Lai Singh,' a distant relation, he being the Chief of Kaithal.the 

* • 

^nearest kindred of her husband. In thi^ case it was remarked '(hat 

there does not appear to be any certain rule in force to establish the light 

of any one of the claimants to the exclusion of the rest, it has been 

determined to adopt such an arrangement as may be recommended by 

the greatest degree of expediency united with considerations of justice*' 

l2) The estate Jatsa Singh of Baidwan. 




The fa’her <5f Jassa Singh, Bhup Singh and Albel Singh died in 
1821, upto which time the estate was undivided. His third share \yas 
claimed and adjudged to his surviving brothers—Bhup Singh and 
' Albel Singh * 



. i \ 

1. . Bhai Lai Singh of Kaiihal died in 1818 and AfP Bhai 

jp&iiah Singli who reigned till 1823. Tberefore.th^ eatatoifMMPBd Singh 

, and not to X4al Singh. Bee JB. N.82, L N, 180, and^ aleO{.^ij^h.tQ^O^^ ony, 
..March 12. 1819, B. N. 64, L, N. 46. ' ' ' ' 



Jaftfla Singh's estate would not have gone to bis brothers but for the 'tttejlt maoy 
of his son, Bassawa Singh. The boy was given the estate of hie fhther, but 


later on ejeoted and^dismiised with a^tipend of'BSk 

has been disoussed ii^Ohaptbr^OCX of this h>onn^wi|dii >' , 
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(3) The estate of Kharak Singh of Shahabad. 

Karam Singh of Shahabad, the father of Kharak Singh, Sher 
Singh, Ranjit Singh and Kahau Singh, died in December, 1808. No 
partition of the estate took place until Colonel Marsliall, under the 
direction of Mr. Seton, the Resident at Delhi, effected one. On 
Kharak Singh's death in 1831, his estate devolved on his uterine brother, 
Sher Singh, by the orders of Government 

(4) The estate of Nur-un-NIssa of Malerkotla. 

On her demise, the Chief of Malerkotla, claimed to inherit her 
.estate. This was Pathan family. All the other descendants of the 
founder of the house also claimed a portion. Government allotted 
two-fifths to the Chief and one-fifth to each of the three descendants. 

(5) The estate of KuDjpura 

Nawab Bahadur Jang Khan died in 1828 and was succeeded in 
thb Olnefship by his brother, Ghulam Ali Khan. 

(6) The estate of Jalmal Singh Burla. 

The British Government, finding that Jaimal Singh, the elder' of 
the two brothers had usurped the estate of their father, interfered to 
enforce a partition. On the death of the widow of Jaimal Srngh,- his. 
younger brother Gulab Singh was put in possession of heroetaie.^ 


- There was Bome doubt of Gulab Singh’s legitimacy but Clerk held that it could 
not be questioned in view of hia having been given a share of bis father’s estate; 

moreover, it would have the appearance of infringing the rule laid down by the 


British Government of its conduct towards the Protected Princes 


the rule 


/ to preserve all rights territorial, howsoever acquired, existing in 1809, when the 
proteotiofl' was extended:to the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs. With this view, Government 


agreed. 

Clerk to Fraser, January 8, 1836, B. N- 81, L, N. 6. 

Fraser to Clerk, March 6, B. N. 35, L. N. 11. 

Bushby to Fraser, February 18, „ .. P- 100-01. 

Fraser to Mocswe^ Janxwy 14-, « „ P- 101*02. 



APPENDA V 
to 

OHAPTEB in. 




I: e<‘t 


In his letter of November 30, 1836,^ Clerk gave the 
cases, cited by the Chiefs in support of Samp Singh's claim. 
Out of them, he took the following :— 


T 

number of 
as twenty. 


Examples given by the Chiefs 


No. 2. Bbai Lai Singh, son 
of Desu Singh, inherited the 
the estate of his uncle, Bakht 
Singh. 




Clerk's remartts. 


; I ; 


No. 2. He inherited only a portion. 
Each of the sons of the two biothere 
obtained a share. 


No. 3. Bhai Karam Singh 

dying after the establishment 
of the British Government in 


No. 3 First the Bhai of Kaithal 
claimed the estate on the demise of 
Karam Singh in 1811 • The claim waa 


Ludhiana and leaving no family, rejected and the widovr of the deceased 
Bhai Partab Singh of Kaithal succeeded. She died In 1819 and the 


succeeded to the estate. 


estate wasannexed to Kaithal “as there 
appeared to be no certain rule in force 

to establish the right of any one of the 
claimants to the exclusion of the net, 
as it was del ermined by the British 
Government to adopt snch an axrdbge- 
ment as may be recommended ^ the 
greatest degree of eacpediency nnited 
with the consideration of fuitioe'*. 




h awk to IMealPa Kovcnbor SO. 18S0> B.K. 0^ IkH. liO, 
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Exftinples given by tbe Chiefs. 

No, 6. Rai Singh, the Sardar 
ol Buria, dying childless, his 
cousin Bhagwan Singh succee¬ 
ded. 


No. 7. Sud Singh of Danaura 
died childless and was succee¬ 
ded in 1824 by his cousin Sahib 
Singh, an inhabitant of the 
Punjab living at Daulatpur 100 
Kos off, a proprietor of five 
wells. 


No. 8. Bhim Singh of Karera 
succeeded to his uncle Gaur 

Singh. 

No. 13 Punjab Singh of 
Thanesar was succeeded by his 
nephew, Jamiyat Singh. 


Clerk’s remarks. 

No. 6. Rai Singh and Baz Singh 
held portions of theChiefsbip of Buria- 
The first seceded from the management 
of bis own portion during his life time 
in favour of his nephew Bhagwan 
Singh, who, accordingly on his uncle's 
death, succeeded to that portion aiso. 

No. 7. Su l Singh died in 1811 an 
his three widows made a partition of 
his estate. In 1824, the first died. 
Her husband’s nephew came from his 
village in the Punjab and the Chiefehip 
was conferred upon him. (There must 
have been good grounds for the 
measute which were not apparent to 
Clerk who was against th» domination 
of the Northern Sikhs). 

No. 8. Bbim Singh of Karera was 
a petty Pattidar, under tlie British 

Government on their estate of 
Jagedhari. His uncle Gaur Singh had 
adopted him previous to 1809. 

No. 13. In Punjab Singh's portion 

of Thanesar his nephew Jamiyat Singh 

was not separate and so he became his 

♦ 

heir. The other portion of Thanesar 
is in the possession of Jamiyat Singh’s 
relations. But on his death in 1831, 
his Chiefship was considered to have 
escheated to the British Government. 



r 
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Examples glveit by^ the Ghlefff. 


Gle:A^fr>ranark»k 








No. 14. Himmat Singh of 
Shahabad was succeeded bv 
Karam Singh,, not related to 
him. 


No. 14 Karam Singh imrped'the 
territory of the deceased Himat: Singh': 
to the exclusion of Anup. Singh„ the- 
nephew of the latter and the usurpa*- 
tion having occurred previous to 1800, 
Karam Singh’s sons continued Chiefs 
of Shahabad. 


No. 18. Sher Singh inherited No. 15. Karam Singhof Shahabad, 

the estate of his brother, the father of Kharak Singh, Sher Sin gh , 
Kharak Singh. Ranjit Singh and Kahan Singh,„died. 

in 1808 No partition of the estate 

* • * 

was effected until Mr. Seaton,, the- 

Resident at Delhi, ordered one, .01^ 
Kharak Singh’s death, his estate was, 
by the orders of the Government, 
devolved on bis brother Sher Singh. 
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APPENDIX 

to 

CHAPTER IV 


1 The following were the other disputes : — 

(1) Dispute between the Raja of Hiodur and the Sioghpuria Chiefs. 


Writing to Prinsep in 1831, Clerk reported that he had receired 

a letter from the Raja of Hindur or Nalagarh complaining of outrages 
committed by the Singhpuria Chiefs, who held certain villages in joint 
possession with him The differences were of long standing. In the 
time of Murray also, there had been frequent disputes. Over these some 
twenty lives had been lost. Clerk believed that, in order to preserve 
the peace between the parties, it would be just and expedient to require 
of the Raja of Hindur, to dismantle a fort which he hsd erected on the 
*Shamilat' villages. Moreover, he had not obtained permission of the 

British Government for building it and Clerk asked the Governor-General 
to authorise him to destroy the obnoxious building. * 

s 

The Raja had been feeling much irritated as the Singhpuri of Chiefs 
^iwere getting a share of the revenue from his ancestral possessions and 
.were asserting equality with him. Clerk also felt it necessary to point 
out to the Singhpurias the futility of any hopes that they might have 
conceived that their protracted differences could ever *Uead the Supreme 
Government to consider it expedient to alienate for their separate benefit 
any portion whatsoever of the Raja's ancient territory". 



1, Clerk to Prinsep, September 30, 1S31, B. N. 77, L. N. 8t. 

Clerk characteri.sed the building of the fort as “incomatible with a system 
wbiohi>reaeribea an adjustment of all disputes between Independent Chiefs in 
these estates by means of the media tion of the British Oovemment", 


In reply, the Supreme Government authorised the razing of the 

fort. * 

(2) Dispute between Patiala and Bhadaur. 

Writing to Wade, at Ludhiana, in 1831, Clerk stated that the 
differences between the Raja of Patiala and the Bhadauris had threatened 
to assume a very serious shape which might have involved the subjects 
of Maharaja Ranjit Singh also in hostilities with the ruler of Patiala. • 
It seemed that an inquiry had been conducted under the orders of 
Murray, into the differences existing between the zamindars of Bhadaur 
and the Patiala State. The officers of Patiala, who had been deputed 
to Bhadaur for that purpose, were very nearly attacked by the Bhadauris 
and their allies, who were subjects of Lahore, numbering about fifteen 
hundred. Fortunately no actual disturbance ensued and they dispers e 
quietly on hearing that a superior force was marching from Patiala 
Clerk asked Wade to apprise the Lahore Vakil of this happening, so that 
their efforts should make such occurrences impossible. * 

* 

* 

(3) Disputes between the Baja of Patiala, Fateh Singh - Ahlnwalla and 
the Jabbu Majra Slhks. 

» 

On October 7, 1832,* Clerk for irarded to Fraser copies of repre. 
sentalions received in 1830, from Fateh Singh Ahluwalia and the Raja 
of Patiala in reply to a complaint made against them by the of 

Jabbu Majra. This was in reply to the petitions made by Uttam Singh 

■ 

1. Prinaop to Clerk, October, 10, 1831, B. N. 31, L. N. 70. 

2. Clerk to Wade, August 28, 1831, B, N. 77, L. N. SB. 

% 

8. Also, see Grifftn's *'Hajaa of the Punjab”, p, 288. 

, » 

4. Clerk to Fraaer, October 7, 18SS, B. N. 78, L. N. 00. ‘ ^ 

»■ : J 

There were earlier disputes in the days of Hurray. Baa B.80« IX, SJ; d| and 
69, and B. N. 7e» LL, K. SBS and 201, ‘ 
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Gurbaksh Singh, Fauja Singh and Gurdat Singh - the Jabbu Maira 

Sikhs.^ 

# 

It was on December 1, 1832. ^ that Fraser wrote a long despatch 
on their petitions. According to him, the late Resident had directed 
Murray to dismiss from Ambala the Vakil of Uttam Singh and Gurbaksh 
Singh if these persons were the subjects of Patiala. Murray had not 
inquired into the truth of the claims advanced by Patiala and Fateh Singh 
Ahluwalia to the services of Uttam Singh and other share-holders in 
Jabbu Majra. There were two ‘Tkrar-namas'’, one executed in favour of 
Patiala by Uttam Singh on May 13, 1831, and the other by Gurbaksh 
Singh, Fauja Singh and Gurdat Singh in favour of the Ahluwalia Sardar 
a few days later. » According to Fraser, dates of deeds and the 
circumstances under which they were said to have been obtained ought 
to have preve.ded them from being received as proofs of the justice of 
the iclaims urged by Patiala and Fateh Singh, who affirme'd that Uttam 
Singh and others had all along been their military followers.* This was 

such a material fact that they should have been called upin to substan¬ 
tiate it by producing evidence to show that such had actually been the 
case. There was no such evidence forth-coming Murray had made the 
mistake of taking for granted all that the agents of Patiala and Fateh 
Singh asserted and without any reason, assigned by him, acknowledged 
the right of these Chiefs to confine the petitioners, seize their property 
and exact from them stipulations contained in the “Ikrar-nama”. The 
complaint of the petitioners was that the above document was extorted 

from them. Fraser did not believe that the documents had been executed 
by the peti. ioners of their free will, as the conditions of service they had 
made and the giving away of more than half the revenue were so very 
unfair ; he was sure that the documents were not obtained by fair means. 


1. Fraser to Clerk, September 18, 1832> B. N. 32, L. N. 75. 

2. Fraser to Clerk, December 1, 1832, B. N- 32, L. N. 112, 

3. Clerk had sent the copies of these documents and observed that Martin had 
dismissed their case, asking him to do the likewise. 

4. Fraser to Clerk, December 1, 1832, B.N. 32, L.N. 112. 


t4S0J 


i 


If Patiala and Fateh Singh Ahiuwalia could have proved that 
Uttam Singh and others had been their vassals before and since the time 
when the Sikhs states were taken under British Protection, their right 
would not have been called in question. Fraser claimed that no such 
attempt had been made by either of the two Chiefs. 


The petitioners had charged the two Chiefs with having unlaw¬ 
fully encroached on iheir rights as share holders in Jabbu M.ajra and had 
appealed to Government against the unjust proceedings of those Chiefs^ 
Fraser concluded by saying: have no hesitation in saying that I do 

not consider these documents valid and that the petitioners are not 

4 

bound to observe the stipulations contained in them, until the Chiefs of 
Patiala and Ahiuwalia shall establieh what they have merely asserted 
that Uttam Singh, Gurbaksh Singh, Fauja Singh. Gurdat Singh were 
actually their Jagirdars, that is, held lands on service tenure at the time 
when Sir D. Ochterlony issued a proclam^.tion guaranteeing in the name 
of the British Government all the Sikhs Sardars in their possessions. 
I request that you will act on the opinion which I have just expressed 

and intimate it to all the parties concerned.” ^ 


Clerk dealt with the case of the Jabbu Majra Sikhs again in his 
communication of May 15. 1833. ^ When Fraser ordered that compensa¬ 
tion should be paid to the Jabbu Majra Sikhs by the Chiefs of Patiala 
and Ahiuwalia because the former were nob the vassals of the latter, Clerk 
said that the contention of ihe Jabbu Majra Sikhs was that they had to 
sign the document denoting their fealty to Patiala when they were 
imprisoned at Patiala. That was not improbable ; but they had 
ap|>ealed to Fateh Singh Ahiuwalia to interfere on their behalf and had 



1. The petitioners complained that the Cliiefs hod deprived them of their 
poiaessions and plundered thorn of all the personal property for their refiMel to 
acknowledge Patiala and Fateh Singh os their Ohiefs who had no right to- nlaim 
euob superiority. 



2, Fraser to Clerk, December 1, 1852, B.N. 82, L.N, 118 , 

9, Clerk to Fraser, May 15, 1833, B,N. 79, L N. 38. 
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acknowledged in terms sufticu-ntly explicit iiia right of supremacy and 

their obligation as vassals, and so the second document did not seem to 
Clerk to have been extorted by compulsory means > 


Two other documents were produced by the agent of Patiala. 

One was an acknowledgment by the Jabbu Majra Sikhs of their Jagirdari. 
feudatory or dependent obligations, specifying the quota of the horses 
with which they were bound to serve by the conditions of their tenure. 
The date of the document was Sambat I8SI or “six years prior to the 
date of that which is said to have been extorted from tliem while in 
confinement at Patiala. Tlie second document purported to be an 
acknowledgment on the part of Uttain Singh, Tauja Sinoh and Mussamat 
Bey Piyari of Jabbu Majra of the recovery of certain property which 
had been attached by the Raja of Patiala and I'aleh S-ngh Ahluwalia ; 
no allusion seemed to have been made to this document by the Jabbu 
Majra complainants in tluir statements to Fraser 


Again, on October 31, H33, Clerk reported to Fraser his having 
received a petition of the Jabbu Majra Sikhs complaining of the conduct 
of Patwla* The agent of the state asserted that the complaint was false, 
•but Clerk added that tl.ere was ample evi Jence to show “the gratuitous 
falsity of the Vakil’s assertion,” 


Fraser addressed three more letters to Clerk on the grievances of 
the Jabbu Majra Sikhs. He seemed to have been convinced of the genuine¬ 
ness of their complaints, In the first letter, he asked Clerk why their 
property, taken away from them by the two Chiefs, had not been restored 
to them.^ In the second letter, he again drew his attention to the above 
order directing him to appeal to Patiala “to refrain from committing 


1, Clerk to Fraser, May 16, 1833, B.N, 79, L.N. 38. 

2, Clerk to Fraser, October 31, 1833, B.N. 79, L.N 12G. 

The complaints was that Patiala ruler had sent his horsemen to terrorise them, 

3, ’ Fraser to Clerk, February 17, 1S34, 34, L.N. 20. 


further aggressions on the lands belonging to the complainants ; in the*" 

third, two Chiefs were asked once again to restore the plundered 
property.! 


(4i Patiala and Nand Singh of Chamkoyan or Chandkoyan.* 

Nand Singh of Chamkoyan presented a petition to Government 
denying the overlordship of Patiala. The question ol Patiala's-supremacy 
over these Sikhs was referred by Ochierlony to certain Chiefs in 
1813 and Clerk was forwarding a copy of their reply which clearly 
showed that the Chandkoyans were not even then regarded by them 
*‘as independent of a superior lord*’ as hud been wrongly asserted 
by Nand Singh. Except for the replies made by Gurdial Singh and 

Banga Singh, all the other replies were that these Sikhs were “the Tabe- 
dars or co-parceners with, and vassals, of the Patiala Raj.”3 a few 
years later, “the violent and outrageous" conduct of these Sikhs drew 
upon them the displeasure of the British Government. Ochterlony with 
e approval of Government, placed them under the control of Karam 
Singh of Patiala, before he had become the Raja in order to “avoid the 
extreme measure of subjecting the offenders to the misrule and caprice 
the deranged Raja Sahib Singh" Clerk observed in conclusion that 

good relations had been existing for the previous twenty years between • 
the Chandkoyans and Patiala.-* 


(5) Patiala and the Jhurruk zamindars. 

The zamindars of Jhurruk complained against the conduct of the 



1 . 


3. 


i. 


Fraser to Clerk, May 10. 1834, B.N. 34, L N. 34. 

Fraser to Clerk, Way 17, 1831. B.N. 34, L.N. 36. 

There is nothing more known about them. 

Clerk to Fraser, December 8, 1832, B.N. 78. L.N. SI. 

Moonaghten forwarded to Clerk the petition of Nand Singh asking him ^ 
M T A ^ September 12, 1832). Nand Singh hoc 

Nothing more ooujd be fowd out about the ooae. 
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Raja of Patiala and Clerk was asked by Fraser to call for the explanation 
of the latter.' Tne state authorities afforded the expUnatioa required 
by Fraser but as Clerk declared, -after much delay and with considerable 
reluctance The reply contained a protest against the interference of 
the British Government between the Raja and his subjects. 


Clerk added that the Jhurruk zamindars had made a similar 
complaint to him before also, but he had advised them to make their 

complaints to the ruler direct. He observed : -To have done more 
would have been to have estranged the rules prescribed by Government 
for the conduct of our relations with the Proteced Sikh Chiefs ar d the 
pledges'we have given to observe these rules.” Further, be believed that 
the course which they were pursuing would annoy the Raja all t'e more; 
it was be.st that the interests of the zamindars should “be left to the dis¬ 
cretion of their legitimate rulers without the instrumentality of the 
British Government. * ^ 


One of the zamindars of Jhurruk complained to Fraser that he 
had not been given protection by Clerk, when he fled to escape the 

tyranny of the Patiala Raja. > Clerk denied it. adding that the people 
who used to fly from Patiala were given shelter ; the petitioner had not 
expressed any intention of remaining under British protection at 
Ambala. He only wanted an order from Clerk with the help of which 
he could be considered as a British subject by the Raja of Patiala and 


1. Clerk to Fraser, August 19, 1833, B.N. 79, L.N. 77. 

3. Ibid 

Clerk remaked “Whatever may have been the cause of Raja’s dis-satisfact-on, 
the course they have adopted of complaining to the British authorities is, 
least, which for their own interests, it was prudent to have recourse to in order 
to concUiate the favourable regards of the ruler. Independent of our pledges 
to our native allies generally and to the Sikhs in particular, the first claim 
and proper interests of their zamindars with safety be left to the discretion of 
their legitimate rulers. 

3* Clerk to Fraser, September 30, 1833, B.N. 79, L.N. 105. 
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his case decided in that light. Clerk told him that that could not be done 
unless he had ascertained the validity of his claim to be treated as a 
British subject; he wrote to Fraser that it would have meant ”dive8ti^g 
the Raja of those rights of sovereignty which have been formally 
guaranteed to him by the British Government”. ^ 

(6) Patiala, Kaithal and Mebar Singh of Jumba 

Clerk, writing to Fraser on October 16, 1814,® reported the 
misconduct of Mehar Singh of Jumba whose violence had aroused 
indignation both at Patiala and Kaithal. He had made a niuht attack on 
the fort of Bhatinda, belonging to Patiala ; naturally the Raja had 
remonstrated against it. The Chiefs of Patiala and Kaithal had desisted 
from chastising him, unless they secured an authority from Government- 
Clerk had sent repeated • injunctions to-the Sardar but he had refused 
to come to Ambala. Under these circumstances Clerk felt that there was 

no hope reclaiming him by gentle means and therefore he had to suggest 
to Fraser that Patiala and Kaithal rulers should be permitted to coej|pe 

him. Detailing his activities. Clerk said that Mehar Singh had ravaged 
the territory in the vicinity of Jumba and plundered the merchants of 
Bikaner and Bahawalpur He was not prepared to mend his ways and had 
turned into a complete Akali, adopting the dress, habits and arms of 
that class of Sikhs. Both the Raja of Patiala and the Bhai of Kaithal 
had sent friendly deputations to him but he had not given up his 
unlawful habits. Clerk added that Mehar Singh had tried to secure 


I. The case seems to be incomplete—at least there is nothing in subsequent 
correspondonoe of Clerk to help us. 


2. Clerk to Prefer, October IG, 1834, B.N. 80, L.N. 176 


Murray, writing to the Resident on may 4, 1826,’ had requested for his decision 
in the case of the olaim advanced by Fatiola to exercise authority over the Bhai 
of Jumba, (B.N. 73, L,N. 69). 


The reply of the Resident was that the Raja of Patiala hod failed to eatahlish 
his claim and that the relations between ths two were to remain the came 
Xf the ruler could produce evidence in his support, then the oaso would bo 

decided in his favour (B.N. 26, L.N. 80). ^ 


Clerk also gave a brief biographical sketch of Mehar Singh.< 



help from others but he had adopted measures, with the assistance of 

Political Agent at Ludhiana and the Lahore authcrities, to prevent any 

help from coming.to him. 


Mehar Singh had one grievance against the Raja of Patiala • a 

village claimed by him and the Bhai of Arrmwli, was aw rded by the 

Patiala ruler to the latter.' The decision wrs just and had been 

approved by Clerk, So he had no adequate cause for adopting tnis violent 
course of action.^ 

(7) Kaithal and Charat Singh of Dhansita. 

The property of Charat Singh of Dhonsita was confiscated by the 
Bhai of Kaithal and he appealed to the British Government. The 
Secretary at Agra asked Clerk to call upon the Chief of Krithal to restore 
the confiscated property immediately. 


Fraser had got the impression that the Agent at Ambala had. not 
been very attentive to the Dhansita Sikhs. Cierk's reply was to the 
foUowiog effect 

•■I beg you to believe that it is from no wfmt of zeal in the 
discharge of duties of this office tliat 1 have not hitherto bestowed on 
the pretensions of feudatory or dependent Sikbs thesime careful and 
unremiited attention, that is here devoted to the prevention of violence 
and the preservation of general tranquillity among the protected Sikhs 
Chieftains; but that my having hitherto abstained from interfering 



1. The dispute was in 1832 and the Raja of Patiala was appointed as an arbiter 
with the consent of both the parties —the Bhai of Amowli and Mehar 6ingh. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, October lt>, 1834, B.N. 79, L.N. 176. 

Mehar Singh fled to the territory of Maharaja Ranjit Singh in order to escape 
the consequences of his violent action, and his possessions passed in keeping of 
the Patiala Raja. (B.N. 35, p. 693). Later on, Clerk administered the Jumba 
territory. (B.N. 83, L.N. 172). 
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authoritatively between the Chieftains and their vassals, has risen isolely 
from my desire to act in conformity to those opinions which I ha'd 
presumed of the Government to have formed of the best and proper mode 
of administering the affairs of these states " Clerk then went on to say 
that his predecessors in office, in communication with the Residents at 

Delhi, had followed a consistent policy and its most important feature had 
been “the rejection of complaints against recognised Chieftains by their 
subj::cts and vassals whether originally dependent or having become so 
through voluntary engagements-"^ Xhe vassals of the latter class, since 
the extension oE British control, had been very eager to repudiate their 
engagement and assume a degree of independence which never belonged 
to them.2 

(8) Sardar Fateh Singh Ahlawalia and the Sardarni Sukhan, 

' Prinsep, Secretary to the Governor-General, sent to Clerk the 
petition of Sardarni Sukhan, a widow of Sahib Singh, one of the 
feudatories of Fateh Singh Ahluwalia, asking him to report on the merits 
of the case for the information of the Right Honourable the Governor- 

General in Council, 


Clerk, replying on September 17, 1831, discussed her case> The 
Sardarni was claiming Basti. The Sardar had sent his confidential agent 

to Clerk to tay that he was prepared to consider her case favourably. 
Four years earlier, she had been offered an annuity of one thousand 
rupees on condition of her residing in the Trans-Sutlej possessions of 
the Ahluwalia Sardar. Clerk wrote that there was nothing about her 



1. Clerk to Fraser, Juno 19, 1893, B.N. 48. L. N*4g 

2. According to Clerk, suoh feudal vassals were always eager **to dia-embanase 

themselves of the obligations of an allegiance, incurred as the price of proteotioa 
extended to them in of need.'* -n 

3. Prlnsop to Clerk, July 0, 1831, B.N. 91, L.N> 34. 

Petition of dukhan, B,N. 31, 60-51. 

1 ■ .-I 
is"- 


4 . Clerk to Prinsop, September 17, 1881, B.N. 77, L.N. 66* 
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claims in the records of the Agency at Ambala but some information 
was available from other documents; he was of the opinion that there 
was no ground for interference on the part of the British Government 
to redress her grievances. 


Clerk then proceeded to give a review of lier case. The father 
of Fateh Singh Ahluwalia and Sardar Diwan Singh of Bi^ti married two 
sisters. On Diwan Singh's death his widow selected Sahib Singh, the 
husband of Sardarni Sukhan, to manage her affars. At last she adopted 
him as her son but he only ili-trealed her. Bahti was under the 
protection of the Maharaja before ISOD, but it had been given to Sardar 
Fateh Singh Ahluwalia.^ When the Sikh state came under British 
protection, Sahib Singh was in possession of the Taaluq, which lie held 
on a feudal tenure of Sardar Fateh Singh, his over-lord. Tins was 
shown in documents which contained the decisions of Ochterlony. 


Thus Sahib Singh continued till 1317, when on the plea of 
*'mis-management, irregularities and contumacy.” Fat'*h Singh sent 
accross a force and after conquering Basii had Sahib Singh^ and family 
conveyed prisoners. They were confined in a fort for seven ycais. It 
was just at that time that Sardar Fateh Singh, having offended the 

Raja of Lahore* and hoping to be saved from punishment through the 
mediation of the British Government, became appprehensive of any 
complaints being brought against him wh'ch might tend to deprive him of 
its countenance. With this view he was said to have seat an order to have 

his prisoners secretly assassinated. This order was intercepted by the 
officials of Ranjit Singh who ordered their release ; on the day following 
his release he fell from his horse and died, A petition had been presented 


1, Clerk to Prinsep, September 16, 1831, B.N. 77, L.N. 65. 

2. Sabib Singh presented a petition in 1818 to Captain Birch, alleging that he 
had been imprisoned and deprived of his possessions (B.N. 01, L.N. 24, August 
25, 1818). 

8 . The Ahluwalia Sardar fled to Jagadhari in 1825 in order to escape tlio wrath of 
Kanjit Singh (Elliot to Murray, December 28, 1825, B.N. 25, L.N. 187). 
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to Ocfeterlony on behalf of Sahib Singh but it had been decided thatj 
ill consequence of his having been subject to Fateh Singh previous to 
18J9, his release or continued captivity rested at the discretion of the 
Ahluwalia Sardar. 

Clerk wrote that the case of the Sardarui was pitiable in the 
extreme. His predecessor. Murray, had secured for her a provision of 
four hundred rupees a year but she had refused to accept it, Het claim 
on Basti could not be supported by Government. At the persuasion of 
Clerk. Fateh Singh was willing to give her eight hundred rupees a year, 
provided she resided on any of the lands of the Sardar situated within 
the British influence. The Political Agent proposed Naraingarh, situated 
within thirty miles of Ambala, as the proper place for her residence and - 
twas of the opinion that the Governor-General should advise her to accept 
he offer.^ 


Prinsep conveyed the sentiments of the Governor. General.* 
After condemnning the outrage on Sahib Singh, the Governor-General 
felt that the least that Fateh Singh could do was to make a provisiott 
for Sukhan. The sum of eight hundred rupees per annum was thought 
to be sufflcient by the Governor-General who was of the view that, in- 

order to assist her in the payment of her debts, the Sardarni was entitled i. 
to the arrears of the allowance from the time of Sahib Singh’s death. 


1. Clerk to Prinsep. Soptemher 10. 1831 B.N. 77, L.N. 05 Sukhan had presantad a 
petition in the time of Murray also. (B N, 28, L.N. 93, April 26, 1828), 

m ' m^ 

t. Prinsep to Clerk, September 28, 1831, B.N. 81, L.N.64. 

The order was as follows ' j 

‘*Fateh Singh Ahluwalta by colleoting on tha frontier aide-of the SuU<d tha 
force with which ho made prisoner Sahib Singh and liia wife and by btinging 
into the protected territory to commit the act of violence, brought himialf 
juslty under the cognizance of the British Government.....os an atonement of 

hia unjuatiflable proceedings he shall make aflt provivion for 
deceased." $ 
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CJerk addressed another letter to .Princ 
enthe affairs of Sukhan.» Fateh Singh was reXTo 
allowance, if Government so desired, but he was^ I'cr a higher 

responsible for her debts Clerk snide; i t- Prepared to be 

his surprise that Sukhan was „:r feeh: h d'^"^’'; 

mamtenanee, though the principal widow ^of Sah.? ^ tasTon^; 

With mointenance granted to her by the Sardar2 Pr’ 

It,:r Cl‘r^ 

•widow of <; 1 c refuses to aU>w the provision lie offers the 

tSo, ,h,st.' •“ .ncc, „o,. ,he 

.™tth." r •»' 

same at the time of the Sardar'a death as it is now.’’3 


(9) Fateh Singh Ahluwalia and Maha Singh Barogia. 

Tliere were two petitions-one from Maha Singh and the other 

Ahluwalia.3 About the larler Clerk 
said that she hid been given a provision of five villages after the sequest- 

ratton of Maha Singh’s share, but she had declined ti reside in them. She 

pers sted in hving at AmSala and complaning of the conduct of Fateh 

Sm h. Clerk recommended that the Sardar should attich her villages 

for two or three -Fassals”. until she might become sensible of her dut/as 

his vassal. Clerk also sent a Chaprasi of the Agency asking her to return 
to her estate. 



1. Clerk to Prinsep, B.N, 77, L.N. Q4. 



SardarniSukhan was originally the widow of a Sawar but 
‘Karewa to Sahib Singh, According to Clerk, this form of 
esteemed by the caste—Kallal—of Sardar Fateh Singh. 


was married by 
marriage was not 


3, Prinsep to Clerk, November 11, 1831, B.N. 31, L N. 86. 

No further information is available about the case from Clerk’s despatches. 


4. Clerk to Fraser, September 24, 1832, B.N. 78, L.N. 60. 

(Continued on next page ) 
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In Murray's time,**.Maha Singh sent an agent to the Governor- 
General. who, after bearing the case in June, 1831, dismissed him.l 
Earlier, the Resident at Delhi, had addressed the same officer, ‘'directing 
that Maha Singh should be informed that no direct intercourse could be 
had with him from the Residency and that he must be left to make such 
arrangements as be can with Sardar Fateh Singh Ahluwalia, his Chief .■ 
In 1833, Clerk once again^referred his case to Government,® and forwarded 
two extracts from'the^former Residents at Delhi, but the view of Govem- 
mn.t remained unchanged. 


(10) Fateh Singh Ahlawalia and Gulab Singh and Karam Singh of Aehnair. 

Gulab Singh and Karam Singh presented a petition calling them 
selves *‘Sardars", and being independent of the control of Fateh Singh^. 
The Sardir sent his confidential agent to wait on Clerks he brought 
several documents to show them to the Political Agent* They consisted 
principally of orders from the British authorities to the AhluwaUa Chief 



In 1825, Government had passed orders confirming the supremacy of Fateh 
Singh over Maha Singh. (B.N. 25, LL.N. 119 and 168, August 1 and November 
13, 1825, and Metcalfe to Murray, February 17, 1821, B.N. 26, LN. 30.) The 
relations between the two had been strained for a long time. 

Also seo, Murray to Colebrooke, October 16, 1827, B N. 74, L.N. 173.« 

1. Murray had observed : “From June 1825 to May 1828, every effort was exerted 
to reclaim Maha Singh to sense of duty he owed to his superior and when 
admonition failed, ejection followed.** 

(B.N. 77, L.N. 47 June 22, 1831). 

2. Clerk to Fraser, November 11,1832, B.N. 78, L.N. 76. 

Metcalfe to Murray, February 17, 1826, B.N. 26, L.N. 30, 

Bis supremacy had been described as unquestionable. See, B.N. 26, L.N, 168, 
B.N. 27, L.N. 256 and B.N. 28, L.N. 138. 

3. Clerk to Fraser, August 2, 1833, B.N. 79, L.N. 63, and p. 76-76. 

4. Murray to Hawkins, June 20, 1830, B.N. 76 L.N. 262. 

Fraser to Clerk, September 26. 1832, B.N. 32, L.N. 82. 

Clerk to Fraser, November 8,1832, B.N. 78, L.N. 76. I 

Murray had tried to bring a reoonoiliation between the two p«rti68t (Mumorto 
Hawkins, August 13, 1830, B.N. 76, L.N. 291). 
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to control the Achnair Sardars, who were declared his vassals- there were 
certain others showing the steps which Fateh Singh took in orde’r to demand 
satisfication from them, when a Sardar, Rattan Singh Burewala comp 
lained of an outrage committed by the Achn.ir Sardars. Clerk wrote to 

Fraser again on May 1833, about their complaints.* Meanwhile Fraser had 
directed that-the Ahluwalia Sardar should place ti em in possession of the 
village of Achnair and three other villages, which had been given to their 
sons by alleged deeds of partition. Clerk added that the agent of Fateh 
Sirgh had presented copies of these deeds of partition; They had been 
■•proposed by arbitrators, agreed to by fathers and sons and drawn up by 
theMunehiof the complaints**. The agent of the Ahluwalia Sardar 

asserted that the petitioners — Gulab Singh anJ Knram Singli_had been 

in possession of the shares allotted to, and accepted by, lliem, and thus had 
acquiesced in the partitions - a position not accepted by the complianants. 


On June 26, 1833 Clerk reported that the two Sardars of Achnair 
had denied partition between themselves and their sons^. As he pointed out, 
this statement was difficult to reconcile with an original deed of partition 
which bore no appearance of being mediated by Fateh Singh, The docu¬ 
ment was subscribed by a Vakil on the part of Achnair Sikhs, bore the 
seal of the parties and was countersigned by Birch.^ The complaints 
pleaded ignorance of Persian language but it was strange that all their 
representations, as Clerk observed, were drawn up in that language.* 


1. Clerk to Fraser, B.N. 79, L.N. 40, 

♦ 

2. Clerk to Fraser, B.N. 79, L.N. 51. 

3. Metcalfe pointed out in his report that the deed had been signed by Murray 
and not by Birch* (B,N.35, p. 380-83). 

4 Clerk also submitted an abstract of proceedings (p.55-59) relative to the Achnair 
Sikhs from 1812-26, which showed that Ochterlony had a<ldressed the Ahluwalia 
Sardar on a complaint against them by Rattan Singh Burewala in 1812 ; in 1819 
Birch wrote to Fateh Singh to adjust the above complaint; in April 1822, 
Robs- said that Achnair was in the Misal of Fateh Singh ; in 1826, Murray made 
inquiries about the dispute between Rattan Singh and Achnair Sardars in 
which the latter were helped by a force sent by Fateh Singh Ahluwalia. 
(B N. 79, L.N. 44). 
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On December 3, 1833, * Clerk wrote that the agent of €ardar 
Fateh Singh had expressed a desire on the part of hie master to request 
Fraser “to submit to the notice of Government his pretens on tP 

supremacy’*. Metcalfe, in a letter of November 30, 1835, adnntted the 
supremacy of the Ahluwalia Chief on Karam Singh and Gulab Singh but 
invited the opinion of Clerk about the dispute between thi^m and their 
sons.* He was of the opinion that the past inquiry had not 
satisfactory and many points had been either overlooked or imperfectly 
investigated. He also asked Clerk to give him hia opinion abaut the 
authenticity of the deeds of partition.* 

1. Clerk to Fraser, December 3; 1833, B.N, 79, L.N. 153. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, November 30, 1835, B.N. 36, L.N* 82, » 

r ■) 

3. Metcalf e forwarded three deeds of partition :— 

(a) between Gulab Singh his eons—Bhup Singh and Dip Singh ; it was. without 
date and unatteeted. 

(b) between Karam Singh and his son Basant Singh, dated Baiaakh 25, 1877* 

It was attested by Karam Singh and seven other witnesses, 

(c) between Gulab Singh t^d his nephew Basant Singh, dated Sambat 1881. 
Gulab Singh declared it a forgery although it bore the impression of hia two 
seals, a view with which Clerk agreed (B.N. 79, p. 68). Metcalfe pointed out 
that this was the deed of partition referred to by Fraser, who drew oonolueion 
from the suspioious nature of the assignments **tending to invalidate the 
rights of the nephew to possess it.” 

Clerk was also asked, if the deeds were autbentio, the oaueds whioh **led to the 
partial annulment of the first by the execution of the third.” 

It was in October 1837 that Metcalfe once again took up the qu^^Uon by 
submitting a report about the claims of Qulab Singh, His claims were two 

fold: (a) to be absolved from tlie allegionoe to the Ahluwah» Ohiff, 

and (b) to be reinstated in certain portion of his hereditwy estate now 
in the possession of his sons. As regards tho first, Qulab Singh denieitl that 
either he or his ancestors were evar oonneotod with that Chief as Misialdars 
or party men, a point which Murray had admitted to have been true- The 
facts supporting the supremacy of Ahluwalia were (1) the grant made by 

(Continued on next page ) 

M 
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(11) Fateh Singh Ahluwalla and Atal Singh. 

A serious outrage was committed on a British officer in the lands 



hJS grand.father Jassa Singh of aomo villugos to Gulnb Singh's grn.nl-fatl.or by 
which tho granteo became a vassal and (2) a decision of Ochtcriony (November 
M816, to eject Gulab Singh from certain lands belonging to another Sardfr 
In refutation of the first point, Gulab Singh submitted a paper without date 
bearing tho seals of 31 Sardara purporting that tho villages hod been in possession 
of his family for 70 years oiul that he had never been a vassal or dependent of 
tho Ahluwaha Chiefs; this paper was never brought to the notice of tho Poltical 
Agents. In regard to tho second. Gulab Singh had raised no objection; more. 

over on November 16, 1819. a letter was atblrossed by Birch to tlio Ahluwalia 
Sardar in which Gulab Singli had been described as “obedient” to Fateh Singh 
and calling upon tho Chief to settle tho dispute. There was no doubt of validity. 
In April 1822, Ross had passed an order in wliich tlio Achnair Kotla was declar¬ 
ed to be hold by tho Sikhs in tho Ahluwalia Misal. Moreover, Kurum Singh, Gulab 

Singh’s brother, hatl ''voluntarily acknowledged the vassalage of former days.” 

Metcalfe reminded the Secretary at Agra of the injunctions of Government 
prohibiting any interference between acknowledged Chiefs and their subjects, 
adding : “I am of opinion that tho case is not properly cognizable by us.” If 
this be thought erroneous, Metcalfe was of the view that it would be necessary 
to resume the investigation almost ‘de novo’ further, Gulab Singh must be called 
upon to substantiate by evidence his liercditary tenure and indepen fence while 

the Ahluwalia Sardar should show tho grant of his ancestor Jassa Singh, under 
which the estates were held. 


About the second article of the dispute, it was declared by Gulab Singh that 
the division in question had boon mode in opposition to his wishes while, on the 
other side, it had been said that it was Gulab Singh’s voluntary act, the deed 
being registered in Political Agent’s office at Ambala. In reply, Gulab Singh 
oalled the deed a forgery, “a plea easily advanced and equally capable of proof 
or otherwise by the examination of all the parties concerned”. Metcalfe also 
referred to Clerk’s letter of June 26, 1833 and did not agree with Fraser’s view 
that the deed was a forgery. On the other hand the deed of partition, having 
been registered and authenticated by Murray was declared v^ilid by him, a], 
though he added that the point at issue was “susceptible of furt^ .er confirmation” 
He thus coLfirmed Clerk’s conclusion 

The Secretary at Agra conveyd the approval of the Lieutenant Governor in the 

sentiments expressed by Metcalfe that the case was not cogni?' ble by Govern- 
ment, and thus no interference or investigation in the matter wf i necessary. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, October 31t 1837, B K. 37, L.N 106. 

Metcalfe to Hamilton. ,, 9, ,, ,, p,380-83r 

Hamilton to Metcalfe, ,, 21, ,, p.384 
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of Atal Singh, one of vassals of Fateh Singh; the latter sent a part of his ^ 
horsemen to the village of the former to chastise him.^ He represented his 
case to the Agent, Governor-General, at Delhi who issued instructions to 
Clerk to see that horsemen were withdrawn. 

This brought a protest from Clerk who was of the view that Atal 
Singh deserved to be severely punished and “not that he should be 
allowed to evade even the restraint of a few horsemen placed in his villaga 
by his Chief, Fateh Singh, in consequence of his having so mis-conducted 
himself.” Talking of Fateh Singh’s feudal rights. Clerk said that his 
surpremacy over Atal Singh and his village had never been questioned 
for ihe last twenty-five years; on the contrary, he had received the most 
explicit and written assurance that no interference would be exercised 
with his rights of sovereignty. Clerk then went on tn observe that the 
vassa*s like Atal Singh should be discouraged from resorting to Delhi, 
otherwise the Chiefs would not be able to control their excesses.* After 

1 . Clerk to Fraser, August 6, 1834, B.N 80, L.N, H6. 

Clerk had sent the Tehsildar of Ambala to make inquiries into the outrage but 
he was fired upon by Atal Singh when engaged in this task. 

In an earlier letter of Jane 24, 1834, Clerk had given the details. The viotlin was 
one O’Brien and the village was Bukri. At the orders of Clerk, the Ahlnwali^ 
Chief was allowed to station a Dastuck, until Atal Singh should **explain hia 
contumacious conduct and declare or exert himself to trace the perpetrators of 
the outarge”. (B.N 80, L.N?*^). Fraser thought that nothing had been established 
against Atal Singh, and therefore, the people placed in bis village should bo 

withdrawn. 

Fraser to Clerk. July 16, 1834, B.N. 34. p.307 

2. Clerk to Fraser, August 6, 1834, B N. 80, L N. 115. 

Clerk thus explained his attitude: “-if an offending party in the position of 

Atal Siogh be enabled—to procure an order annulling every measure of restraint 

which his recognised Chief may have recourse to, the system, whiob has hitherto 
been pursued and which is founded on the assurances given to Protected Sikh 
Chiefs, must be entirely subverted. If tlus principle of forbearance towards thtf 
Chiefs is lost sight of, the first effect must be to render them less intent on 
controlling the excesses ofjihcir vassals, they will rather be promoted to oonoiUate 
them by relaxing these restraints by means of which the petty Sikh proprietors 
in inferior grades are in a great measure prevented from engaging in feuds* ind 
the turbulent ^ prosecution of their enmities. They would in every tnsteaoe 

A II ^ 

abuse the remissness by committing the greatest excesses • 

'--'t 

X 
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having committed excesses, they, like Atal Singh, would repair to Delhi, 
and try t6 evade punishment by adapting the course lie had adopted. By 
putting forward the plea of independence, .Atal Singh had gained time 
which must elapse in discussion of his pretensions and tlie original case 
against him must be kept pending. 


The contention of Atal Singh that liie father had been independent 
sounded a little incredible as Clerk argued, a Sikh of limited 
resources could not have maintained his independence during all the 
anarchy which prevailed in these states previous to their being received 
under British protection.* Morover, Fateli Singh was prepared, by every 
proof — oral and documentary — to substantiate his claim over Bukri, 
the viUage of Atal Singh. Cleik, therefore, asserted that it would be 
unfair "towards Fateh Singh were he to be required to renounce hia 
authority over any place in which the British Government have never yet 
questioned his rights on the more allegation of its Sikh proprietor, 
unsupported by any sort of proof whatever". It would prove very 
mortifying, if not degrading to the Sardar, to be ejected from a village the 
coercion of which arose out of an attack on a British Officer. Therefore 
Clerk recommended the dismissal of'Atal Singh from Delhi. Fraser 
was of the opinion that there was nothing against Atal Singh except the 
'•firing of a matchlock under the supposition" that servants of the 
Ahluwalia Cheif were approaching the village. He advised Clerk to make 
full enquiries and if Atal Singh were proved culpable he might be fined 
and remarked: "I cannot perceive that there are good grounds for 
allowing him to be harassed and ruined by the Ahluwalia people who have 
been drawn down upon him by us and the question of Atal Singh's 
relation to the Chief is one which must be determined separately; it were 
unjust to act as if the disputed point was a settled one or to permit matters 

I 

to take a turn that will ruin him before it is settled." * • 


1. Clerk to Fraser, Auguste, 1831, B.N. $0, L.N. 115. 

2. Fraser to clerk, October 4, 1834, B.N.34, p,397. 
Nothing further could be atcertained about the case. 
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(12) dispute between Sardar Ajit Slngb Ladwa and the Sardars 01 
Lilokheri. 

4 

4 

The estate of Lilokheri, possessed by Rattan Singh, was claimed 
as a fief by Sardar Ajit Singh.* In March 1829, Murray had allowed 
him to apportion the estate to the two sons of Rattan Singh "in the mode 
presented by the Sikh usage’\2 Thus the right of the Ladwa Sardar oh 
Lilokheri had been admitted by Murray, but he '‘had no other grounds for 
supposing Rattan Singh of Lilokheri to have been a Jagirdar than on the 
assertion to this effect hazarded by Ajit Singh"; Clerk felt that the 
Sardar had no right to allege any such thing. The term ‘Ja^rdar* could 
not have been applied to Rattan Singh but by the oversight 
of Murray. Clerk said that he himself would have kept quiet but for 
the injustice of award of Ajit Singh by which he had tried to benefit 
the younger son to the prejudice of the elder.® 


Rattan Singh was a Missaldar and his name was to be found in- 
the list submitted by the Ladwa Chief in 1817. His righ(s were different 
from those of a Jagirdar or a person holding land on condition of service. 
But a Missaldar was one who had similar rights of independence and 
jurisdiction, only over a less eitended field, with the head of his Missal. 



1. Clerk to Fraser, April 10, 1832, B.N. 78, L.N, 17. 


2. Murray had remarked: **Since you write that he is a Jagirdar of yours^ whatever 
arrangomont you will mako will bo proper'*. 

4 

3. Clork ob33rve'J: -1 should luysolf also have proceeded in the same way* so 

long as the right of the inhoritors wore not outraged. I would, as my predecessor 
seems to have intended, to have tacitly admitted the control of Ladwa but 
I would moot the abuse of that control as Iiliave presumed to do by protecting' 
with the authority of this office the rights of Chiefs of tins grade whioh have' 
B^en respected by the British Government since its fifst cozmeotion with thbsa 
states". 


Clerk said tJiat the Ladwa Cliiof, having obtained under Murray's hand an admi> 
ssion of Lilokheri being one of his Jagirs, recommended the younger son in 
praferenco to the older ono, as the former had won h;s favour. Rattan Singh 
also left a will by which he gave to the younger soh a portion doublO Of IbO OldO^ 

m 

one's share, but Rattan Singh's will according to Clerk, was invalid as ho ha 

inherited Lilokeri and not acquired it. ^? 


Clerk went on to say tliat the control over Missaldars exercised 
by the Chiets like Ladwa should be consistent with the 

maintenance of their due rights and that it was Governtneal's duty to 

safeguard those rights and privileges wliich had been guaranteed to 
them '.in this case. Clerk thouglit that the control of the Ladwa Chief 
was not based on any just principles of law, equity or usage. ^ 

On November 24, 1832, Clerk forwarded to Fraser copies of 

statements submitted by Mehtab Singh and Nirbhai Singh, two sons of 

Rattan Singh of Lilokheri, on the subject of Ajit Singh’s claim on them 
for fealty. ^ 


-lie Ladwa Chief had presented a opy of a document, relating 
to this question, to the Agent, Governor-General at Djlhi ; the above 
statements were in reply to that dacument. Strangely enough, the 
document bore the signatures aming others of a Chaprasi of the Ambala 
Agency, lately, dismissed by Clerk, for misconduct and of three or four 
Ambala Vakils who existed only "in the mind of the fabarictor". 


1. Clerk to Fraser, April 10, 1S32, B. N. 73, L. N. 17. 

Clerk remarked: "I would be the lust to lose sight of tlio principle which has 
been frequently acted on since the Sikhs came under the British Protection, 
of referring the disputes of persons enjoying even tlio superior rights of the 
Missaldnrs to the arbitration and control of a leading Chief situated with 
regard to them as Ladwa is to Lilokliori in every possible case consistent 

with maintenance of thoir due rights and while wo occasionaly relinquish to a 
leading Sardar the just arrangement of differences of others less powerful, wo 
could not with any regard to consistency and fair dealings towards those, who 
have been regarded as substantive Chiefs and as thus having their rights 
protected by the British Government concede to another an unconditional 
control of those rights”' 

■2, In this connection. Clerk remarked: "Ajit Singh has entirely estranged from 
himself nearly every original Ladwa Missaldar......all these.have long since 

renounced all connection with the house, solely for want of that conciliatory 
spirit on his part which under British protection can alone attach a Missaldar 

. to a Sikh of superior resources”. (B. N. 78, L. N. 17). 


3. Clerk to Fraser, November 24, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 79. 




The reason of not transmitting the statements earlier was that Mehtab 

Singh and Nirbhai Singh had expressed a desire to repair to Delhi and 

state their case before Fraser in the presence of Ajit Singh or his 
agents. > 


13. Gulab Singh Shahid and the Subga Sikhs. 

The village of Subga was occupied by Gulab Singh Shahid “on 
the plea of connivance of its Sikh occupants in robbery and disorder”. * 
Surmukh Singh and Gurmukh Singh, the nephews of Sahib Singh, the 
last male possessor of the village, put forward their claims. 


Tracing the earlier history of the village, Clerk observed that 
Jodh Singh Kalsi had hied certain papers relating to it before Ochterlony 
in 1813 complaining of an expected attack on the village by Bhanga 
Singh of Thanesar. Ochterlony asked Bhanga Singh to desist. No 
representation was received from Gulab Singh Shahid nor any reference 
made to him. On October 2, 1817, the Shahid submitted a paper of 
request, demanding the permission of Ochterlony to coerce the Sikhs of 
Subga. But no notice was taken of this request. There were 
no further proceeding till 1827. ^ 


Subga was possessed by Sahib Singh from 1812 to 1824. After 
■his death, his widow, Mai Nurman, inherited it; at her death, Gulab 



1. Fraser, in a oaminunioation of December 4, had asked Clerk to direct Ajit Singh 
to produce all evidence in support of his claim (B.N. 32, L.N. 131). 

Nothing more is known about the case. ' 

2. Clerk to Fraser, August 29. 1833, B. N. 79, L.N. 79. 

% 

The Subga Sikhs complained of the destruction of their village by Gulab Singh 

Shahid but he said that the demolition was not carried further than authorised by 
Murray. 

Clerk to Fraser, Octobsr 81, 1833, B. N. 70, L. N, 187. 

* » 

3. Clerk to Fraser, August 29, 1883, B. N. 79. L. N. 70. 
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Singh Shahid claimed it.* He said that the ‘nazrana’ of the village was 
paid through him to Monsier Louis and to Diwan Mokham Chand of 
Lahore, Also in a case of the village, the thieves were to be delivered 
to Gulab Singh, who was also called upon to make good the value of 
the lost property. Then there was a letter to Shahid in which he was 
directed to punish the village in any way he might think proper ; the 
Shahid replied that he had expelled the Sikhs, who were not the legal 
heirs of the Mai. Ihe proceedings of Shahid had been approved by 
Murray. ■ 


Mai Nurman had given one half of the village to Fateh Singh, 
the son of her deceased daughter ; the other half was given in equal 
proportion to her two brothers—Sarup Singh and Sahib Singh. The 
latter were dead but their respective sons Bir Singh and Hazura Singh 
were holding half the village. The other claimants were Gurmukh Singh 
and Surmukh Singh, the petitioners. ^ 


Clerk was of the view that the whole case had been artfully 
prepared by Gulab Singh Shahid and added that if Fraser agreed with him 
that the Sardar had not established his claim, then it was necessary to 
consider the claims of the petitioners and also of Fateh Singh and others 
who had been ejected by Gulab Singh. At first, Shahid denied the 
act of partition, arranged by Mai Nurman. but Clerk took the disposition 
of the Patwaris who testified to it.* Clerk had also one document 


1. There was another claimant also—Oya Singh of Tungore, another Shahid 
Pattidar, who had tried to annex it at Mai Nurman*s death. 

2. Murray to Wade, June, 29, 1931, B. N. 77, L. N, 43. 

Clerk te Fraser, August 29, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 79. 

3. The petitoners admitted that their father, Jajja Singh, had no land in acquiring 
Subga nor did he possess any portion of it with his brother Sahib Singh but they 
put forward their claims as the heirs of their uncle. Sahib Singh, who had left no 
male children to inherit his property. 


4, Clerk to Fraser, August 29, 1833, B. N. 79, L, N. 79. 


corroborating tbe statement of the partition of the 

life-time of the Mai. Later on the Shahid conten4e4 that ihe p^r^ipp 

was illegal and that he, as superior lord, had the right : 0 fj:eaummg 

village as an escheat. He also denied the claims advanced bySurnau^ 
Singh and Garxnakh Singh, the nephews of Sahib Singh, on the giro.nnd 


that Subga was not an ancestral property of Sahib Singh bht sftl(£- 

acquired and that they had always lived in the Punjaib, separate 

their uncle and his widow, and thus had no right to int^fere to the 
prejudice of his (the Shahid's) claims. * . . 


It was only in 1838 that Metcalfe, who had succeeded Fraser as 
the Agent at Delhi, dealt with the case, “ He thought that Gul^b :Singh 
Shahid had no right to resume Subga. The order of Murray, r^ardjng 
the recovery of stolen property, could not be held to have authorised 
the sequestration of an estate to which the Chief had no othei legal title. 
According to Metcalfe, his tenure was invalid and he must be compelled 
to resign posseseion and to refund whatever revenues or property he 
may illegally have appropriated to himself. About the division of the 
village. Metcalfe ordered that one-half should belong, as heretofore, to 
Fateh Singh while the other half was to be equally divided between Bit 
Singh and Hazura Singh. He rejected the claims of Surmukh Singh and 
Gurmukh Singh, the nephews of Sahib Singh. 


The decisioq came as an unpleasant surprise to Gulab Singh who 
wanted te send an agent to Delhi to explain his point of view to Metcalfe 
Writing in August,^ Clerk reported that Gulab Singh Shahid had come 



1. Clerk to Fraser, August 29, 1833, B.N. 79, L.N. 79* 

bid. But Clerk cited the case of Sahib Singh of Donaura who was allowed to 

inlierit the estoto after the death of Raj Kanwar, the widow of the Sardw of 
Danaura, in 1823, os he was the nephew of tlip Sar4ftr> though heaved to 
the north of the Sutlej. 

See, Blliott to Murray, February 16, 182i, B. N. 2A,T«. N* 30> 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, June 23, 1838, B, N, 38, L.N. SO. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, August 83, 1838, B. N. 83, L. N. 81. 
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personally to Ambala for purpose. As Clerk pointed out, the Sardar 
wanted to send hii Vakil to Delhi as the Subga Sikhs were also going 

there. But he told the Sardar that he had not heard anything from the 

Subga Sikh and, therefore, saw no necessity of his deputing any agent. 
Thus his Vakil could not be present at the investigation held by Metcalfe 
in the case'. The reply of the Agent at Delhi was that his decision was 
formed after a very careful review of the case, that he saw no grounds 
for revising the same and that the Sardar was to b i assured that the 
absence of the Vakil had in no way been injurious to his interest.^ 


On February 9, 1840, Clerk once more addressed Metcalfe on 
behalf of Gulab Singh.^ The Sardar pleaded tint he had possessed 
himself of Subga in onformity with the permission of Murray; C erk said 
that that was quite true. If Metcalf should adhere to his decision, he 
might think of remitting to the Shahid the revenues that he had realised 

when he was accepted as the over-lord of the villa^e^. 


(14) Gopal Singh Singhpuria and Bahadur Singh. 

A petition was presented by Bahadur Singh of Pbaggu Majra, a 



1. Clrk reminded the Sardar that all Ips arguments had been hoard by him proviouq 
to his reporting the case in August, 1833.• 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, August 29, 183S, B. N. 38, L,N. 55. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 9, 1840, B. N. 83, L. N. 137. 


4. Ibid 

Clerk remarked : “Should you adhere to your determination of restoring Subga 
^ to Fateh Singh, Hazura Singh and Bir Singh, you may perhaps think that the 

Shahid has, in consideration of the said sanction of my predecessor to his 

appropriation of the estate.. a claim to the remission of that part of your 

decision of June 23, 1838, which requires him now to restore to the claimants 
all the revenues realised in the interval”. 


Nothing more is khown about the case. 
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Jagirdar holding land in fief of Sardar Gopal Singh Singhpuria.^ Clerk 
put questions to Sardar Jodh Singh, another Jagirdar of the same Chief, 
about the points in the petition and came to the conclusion that his 
petition was groundless and requested Fraser to direct the petitioner to 

satisfy the just claims of the Singhpuria Chief. 


(15) Gopa] Singh Singhparia and Jossa Singh of Baidwan. 

The Singhpuria Chief presented a petition to Government praying 
to have restored to him his share in the village of Chaudiala which had been 
conferred cn Jassa Singh of Baidwan, with the sanction of Government, 
in satisfaction of an outrage committed by the retainers of the petitioner 
in which u dependent of the Baidwan Chief had been killed.® Clerk said 
that he had referred the question to various Chiefs at whose suggestion 

Ross had recommended the forfeiture of Singhpuria*s portion of 
Chaudiala. 


Clerk paid a tribute to the character borne by the Singhpuria 
Chiefs: their conduct towards their neighbours had been most 

examplary; that point should go in favour of the petitioner. * Further, 
a sum of money was to be paid to the Baidwan proprietors for the 
improvement they had made. 


1. Clerk to Fraser, Augutt 12, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 74. 

Bahadur Singh had appealed to tho British Qovornment to substitute some 
amount of grain and forty rupees per year for his olaim of four-horse share. 


2. Metcalfe to Clerk, January 13, 1836, B. 36, L. N. S. 


- 

Bushby to Metcalfe, 

2, M 

„ P. 16. 

• 

Clerk to Metcalfe, Maroh 

8» ft 

B. N. 82, L. N. 34. 


Metcalfe to Clerk, ,» 


B. N. 56, P. 74. 


Scott to Metoalfe, February 27, „ 

M P. 76. 


It has been confiscated in 1822 on account of murder of one Mustan 8ingh« 


Clerk said thot thoir co^paroenery relations with the Rija of Malagarh « 
very oordiel, inspite of it; the'Singhpuria Chiefs were highly spoken of. 
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Metcalfe, in a letter of April 14, 1836, referred Clerk to a despatch 
of the Secretary at Agra which declared that Gopal Singh Singhpuria 
was to be given his share in Chaudiala * Baton June 17, 1837, Clerk 
acknowledged the receipt of a petition from the Singhpuria Chief 

complaining of the non-fulfilment of that order.* Explaining the cause 

of the delay, Clerk said that he could not prevail on the Baidwan Chiefs 
to accept any money compensation for the improvements made in the 
viUa"e. in accordance with the wishes of Government. He was trying to 
adjust the differences between the two. 


Clerk was of the opinion that the joint tenancy of the parties 
should be terminated as speedily as possible because it provided an 

occasion for frequent squabbles. The outrage reported earlier was an 

unhappy consequence of the joint control. 

Talking of the division of land between the two parties, Clerk 
said that he wanted to give the village itself to Gopal Singh, as the 
Baidwans had no objection to relinquish it; to the latter, he wanted to 
give the dependent mauzas, as they had been founded by them. In this 

division, the Baidwans were getting an excess of fifty-five Bighas of 
cultivated land and two hundred and ten Bighas of waste land; surely 
that was not too much for the Baidwans on account of their outlay on 

Chaudiala during the fourteen years of their occupancy. 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, April U, 1836, B. M. 36, L. N. 30. and Secretary. Agra 
Government, to Metcalfe, March 26, 1836, B. N. 36, p. Ill- 

Gopal Si ngh was to pay to tho Baidwans a sum of money, to be fixed by Clwk, 
as compensation for the improvement effected in the vUlage. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 17, 1837, B. N. 83, L.N. 28. 

Tho petition is given in B. N. 37 on p. 146-17 and dated May 9, 1837. Gopal Singh, 
his petition, wrote that he was ready “to make a fair imbursement of the expense 

incurred by the Baidwans in the improvement of the Estate”. He further 
agreed to any reasonable tUvision of the estate between h.mself and the 
Baidwans ; according to him, the partition had deprived him of hi. lawful ehara 

Rud SO lie prayed for a more equitable diviflion. 
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Metcalfe replied on July 31, 1837, as*follows> 

' ! ".■••■■••I am desired to inform you that the orders of the 26th 

March are to be carried into effect, that is, Gopal Singh is to be restored 
to the share of the proceeds as well as to the authority which he originally 

.possessed.paying to the Baidwans such a sum as you shall 

consider a fair reimbursement of the expense incurred by them in the 
improvment of the Estate. But if either party desire a division, it may be 

made as proposed by the Singhpurias, t.e., either party making the 
division and the other making his selection”. 

(16) Sardarni Sahib Kunwar and Wazir Khan. 

4 

On May 2. 1833, Clerk forwarded the petition of Wazir Khan and 

others of the Ambala District, claiming indemnity money, which had been 

directed to be paid by Murray, in consideration of wounds and death 

suffered in an affray in which they were said to have been engaged.* 

Commenting, Clerk said that the petitioners were the zamindars of the 

village Sawara, belonging to the Baidwan Chief but which was assigned 

as a jointure to Sahib Kunwar, the widow of Jassa Singh of Baidwan, 

The brothers of the deceased Chief desired to reduce the provision of the 
widow and had occasionally evinced their dis-satisfaction at the 

arrangement which was carried into effect by instigating the zamindars 

of the village Sawara to with hold their rents from her. 

Clerk went on to observe that he could not discover record of any 
such orders passed by Murray in favour of Wazir Khan and his party; 
nor there were any documents to support their statements. But the 

differences existing between Sahib Kunwar and her zamindars were 

notorious and bad induced Clerk to inquire into these causes; he had also 

seen Bhup Singh and Albel Singh, the two Baidwan brothers, enjoining 

them to abstain from molesting the Sardarni, adding that no disputes 
had arisen since then. * 



1 . Metcalfe to aerk. B,N. 37, L.N. 69, 

*. Clerk to FraMr February S, 1833, B. N. 79, L. K. 3 




3. Ibid. 


V 
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Writing again on the same subject a few months later, Clerk 
said that he had made further inquiries into the matter an J was sending 
the replies of both tlie parties.' Both—the party who was stated 

to have paid and the party who was stated to have received some money 
on account of the certain alleged wronga of the petitioners—declared the 
operation to be a false-hood. • 

Clerk said that the truth of the matter was that their 
unsatisfactory conduct had provoked certain coercive measures on 
the part of the Sardarni, though they had not deserved such severe 
punishment as was given to them. He was again certain that they had 
been instigated by Bhup Singh and Albel Singh, her brother-in-law,' 
who wanted to exhibit her mismanagement of the village in such a 

manner as might afford them a plea for resuming it Clerk again 
warned the two Sardars against creating dissensions between the 
Sardarni and her zamindars as he was trying to remove the causes of 
that friction.® Rewrote another letter to the Sardarni recommending 
her to adjust the claims'of the zamindars; she replied that she was 
willing to submit their case for opinion to the agents of the four principal 
Chiefs and to abide by their judgment. Clerk expressed himself in favour 

of the case bing determined thus 


(17) The Sodis of Anandpur. 

The Sodis of Anandpur laid a claim to the small Taaluq of 
BaUunda. * It had been wrested from Najib Khan by Sodi Prem 


1. Clerk ^to Fraser, May 13, 1833,B.N. 79, L.N. 35. 

2. The two Sardars wanted Sahib Kunwar to accept a money provision. But 
this was not approved by Government and lands had to be allotted to her. She 
had been given e provision of Ks. 1,800 per annum. 

3. Clerk to Fraser, May 13, 1833, B.N. 79, L.N. 35, 

I 

Clerk observed : ^'Generally speaking in cases of differences occurring between 
Sikh Rulers and their subjects I am guided by the terms of our written 
engagements with the latter, but this appeared to be a peculiar case.** 


4. Clerk to Fraser, May 26,183?, B.N. 78, L N, 26, 



[ m ] 


Singh, onp of the . five-brothers. On his death his widow Wfts in its 
poesesuon till her demise. Then it was occupied by Sodi Uttam Singh* ^ 
who fixed his Thana in Balsunda', In support of hia claim, Uttam Singh 

oottld not produce any evidence, either oral or documentary that 
might go to support his contention that he was in exclusive possession of 
the Taalaq for the last twenty-four years, that is, previous, to the 

extension of British control over the Cis-Sutlej states in 1809. 

♦ * 

, % 

* 4 

Uttam Singh filed a ‘Mehrnama,* atttested by two old ladies 
which showed that his usurpation was not later than the widow's 

* I 

decease... within the period of British protection. The other Sodi 
Sardars also were entitled to their share in the Taaluq which Sodi Uttam 
Singh had usurped Clerk also cited an order from Murray which prohi¬ 
bited Uttam Singh from repair] ig a fort and warned him against 
erecting such buildings in a place to which other Sodi Sardars, related to 
Prem Singh, also laid a claim. “ The testimony of the zamindars too was 

A 

against the claim of Uttam Singh. Clerk was anxious to get the dispute 
settled by arbitrators selected by the parties them?elves ; unfortunately 
the claimants would not agree to be reconciled by such methods. 
They ware importunate fora decidm and Clerk wanted the* orders of 
Government in the case. 


• I 

It was -on June 7, 1832, that the orders of Fraser were 

a f 

received ■ He was of the opinion that the parties were entitled to equal 
share, thus rejecting tihe claim of Uttam Singh to its exclusive possession^ 
if any of them desired further investigation or there was some other 
oral or d'oeamentary evidence which they could produce, they were to- 



I. £odi Prem Singh bad one brother named Kaliar Singh who had two sons... 

Surjan Singh and Jai Singh. The rformer had three sons.Diwan' Singh, 

Didor Singh and Tilok Singh ; the last had died leaving a widow Raj Kimwar. 

who claimed her husband’s share. Sodi Jai Singh had one son.^..Sodi 

Uttam Singh. 


*. Cla* ^ Fraiw, May »e, I8SF, B.N. 98, L.N. 28. • ' ' 



». Frawr to Clark, June 7, 1838, B.N. 32. L.tl, 48. 
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apply to Clerk who should weigh it bafore carrying the abort dtcition 
into effect. 

(18) The Rais of Malerkotla and Rabmat All Khan. 

Three zamindars of the village of Rattan, belonging to the Rais 
of Malerkotla, were killed "in a violent aggression" committed on their 
lands by the zamindara of the village of Gannaur, which was in the 
jurisdiction of Rahmat Ali Khan. » The Rais complained to Clerk. 


Tracing the earlier history of the relations between the two rivals. 
Clerk remarked that an agreement had been signed by the two disputants 
by which arbitrators proceeded to adjuH the boundary between the two 
villages. But the Rais had complained that Rahmat Ali Khan bad 
prevented "an unfettered determination of the dispute. So Murray 
had annulled the decision, and made an equal partition of the land and 
erected boundary pillars. That was in 1829. 


In 1831, the Rais had reported the destruction of the boundary 
pillars by Rahmat Ali; the latter was directed to offer an explanation 
and re-erect the pillars. To this he paid no attention; on the contrary, 
he denied that he had destroyed the pillars and ascribed the act 

to the Rais himself. In another affray on the boundary, one of the 
zamindars of the Rais was killed by the people of Rahmat Ah Khan s 
village. The case was brought before the Political Agent at Ambala who 
called both the parties there and effected a reconciliation between them. 
Clerk said that there seemed to be a prespect of futdre peace between 
them, as a marriage was arranged between the two rival groups. 
Unfortunately, these hopes were falsified, as quarrel broke out again. 


Clerk was so disgusted with the dispute that he wrote to Fraser 
' suggesting signal punishment to the prepetrators of the outrage in 



1. Clerk to Fraser, OoVober 16, 1834, B.N. 80, L.N, 177 
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order to deter them from committing such acts in future. He felt that 
not only the zamindars of village Gannour should be punished but also 

the proprietor to whom they were subservient—Rahmat Ali Khan. 

* 

• > 

Clerk invited Rahmat Ali Khan to Ambala so that he might 
adjust the differences existing between him and the Rais. But 
Rahmat Ah neither came nor deigned to reply to his letter. Under 
these CTcumatances he referred the case to Fraser. ^ 


(19) Patiala and Fateh Singh Ahlnwalia. 

The people of Baasi, an old Pathan town, were suffering a great 

deal on account of tha rivalry between the ruler of Patiala and Sardar 

Fateh Singh Ahluwalia. * who were co-parceners The officials of Patiala 

were under-mining the authority formerly exercised by the Ahluwalia 

Chief and were trying to usurp his right in the town This jealousy 

was the cause of blood-shed among their retainers. There was great 

insecurity among the people of the town which contained a number of 
respectable Afghan families. ’ 


The situation became so serious that Glerk stationed an “Amin” 

of the office. But the parties had become so very bold that even his 
presence did not restrain their violence and Clerk became adprehensive 
of preserving peace in the town. 




1. Nothing further is known about the case. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, May 6, 1836. B.N. 82, L.N. 84. 

3. In July 1837, Metcalfe asked Clerk to adopt measures for adjustment by 

arbitration of the points in dispute. (B N. 37, L.N. 64 ). r. .i 
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APPENDIX I 
to 

chapter VI 


In a letter written in 1841, Clerk elaborately discussed "a plan 
for rendering the military resources of the Protected Sikh States available 
to the British Government'*.* He gave the details, as below ;— 

“Number one — a contingent amounting to 2033 Horae and 
3253 foot, which the Chiefs will maintain in constant readiness to attend 
for inspection or for service. I have preferred to have a large proportion 
of this contingent Infantry for whenever their services are required, 
the Infantry will be found serviceable as guards of vacant lines or 
cantonments, guards over stores, treasury-guards and for other escort 
duties in which the vigilance of the Sawara could not be much relied on". 


Coming to the share of States, Clerk said ; “Of the infantry. 

the Raja of Patiala agrees to provide 1000. He has two Battalions each 
of that strength with guns composed of fine men, well-equipt and 
disciplined by good officers brought up in the School of French Generals 

at Lahore *.Tuere is at Nabha, Kiithal and Jind, already an approach 

to the formation of the same sort of Infantry. These three combined 
will form another Battalion and I do not propose to bring it quite up to 
the same standard. Formed from so many email detachments this would 

be extremely difficult,** 


1. Clerk to Maddock, Augusta, 1841 B.N. 152, L.N. 22. 

t. Clerk paid a tribute to the Patiala troops in these word. : *‘1 have had several 
opportunities of observing the conduct of the Patiala troops and officers and I 
could not desire to see better order among the men, greater devotion m the 
offloer. or more fearlee.ness and carelesme.. of their live, on the p«t af both 

in axeouting my order*.’* (Ibid.) 





I 
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Clerk also forwarded a statement prepared by Maharaja 
Karam Singh of Patiala which showed ‘ a body of well armed 
Horse which the Protected Sikh Chiefs could bring into the field for any 
particular service in aid of the British Government”. The number was 
20,595. 1 He added that he was also forwarding "a sketch of a levy en 
masse" which might not be so efficient but he could assemble in a short 
time about 60.000 troops. About the contingent to be* maintained by 
the Chiefs. Clerk observed : -Should the .contingent number one appear 
to the Right Honourable the Governor-General in Council to be smaU as 
compared with the means of the Sikh Chiefs. I would beg leave to observe 
that the efficiency of this form of contingent would prove on service 
more important than its numbers, that the Chiefs already maintain at 
A^bala, a fixed contingent of 300 Horse and since the unsettled state of 
affairs arose ,n the Punjab. I have required them to maintain besides 

and that they wUl continue to maintain well eqm^^ Horse and 

Foot with guns m their districts lying towards the Sutlej ”« 


Concerning the quota of Patiala, Clerk thus expressed his opinion • 

“If It should be seen that Patiala is lightly assessed.in proportion 

to the Maharja’s large revenues. I beg to say that Patiala is a state 
which in the event of the employment of the- British troops in 
the Punjab. ’ would be found replete with resources in Banjaras, grain 
and other stores for the service of the British Government, together with 
any additional levies which might be called for. In anticipation of 
these greater burdens falling on Patiala at such a time, the Patiala fixed 

Infantry, which I had at first estimated at 1,500. was reduced to 
1.000." But he pointed out that the Chiefs were averse to the 



1. Clerk to Maddock, August 9, 1841, B.N. 182, L.N. 22. 


t. About the condition of these troops. Clerk said : have been greatly satisaed 

with the inepeotion of the troops which have been in oompHanoe with my 
requisition stationed by the principal Protected Sikh Chiefe in that direction.*’ 

2. TWawaethe time when the troops of Maharaja Sher Singh were'mutlnoua 
andafmovC out of his oontrot and Chsrk espeetad thkt British QdaaAttnsat 
might have to fntervens to restors order. ' 
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establishment of this contingent at Ambbla, and added ; -1 his has not 

been part of my proposition to the Chiefs, for I see not the necessity 
of it. But their apprehensions led them to suppose .t might be an 
extension of the Ambala contingent now required of them and over 

which they themselves have no manner of authority.In this form 

,bey would very naturally regard the formation of a n w contigent as 
an infraction of the terms of their Protection.” > 

Clrek thus summed up the aid from the Protected Princes: ‘ Their 

own specified household contingent, to be modelled and armed as may 
be prescribed to them and always prepared to attend on the short s 
notice for inspection or for service, is the from according to which they 

vill at once willingly provide the contingent and if it be taken in 
consideration that this is by no means the limit of their ambition o 
serve the British Government, but that all of them great and small only 
await the order to attend in person with all the means they poss-ss. the 
terms will.be satisfactory to the British Government”. ^ 

Naturally the Governor-General was highly pleased at this 
loyalty of the Chiefs and Haddock conveyed the sentiments of His 
1 ordship in these words ”The Governor-General in Council is hig y 

gratified by .the manifestation of loyalty and good feeling towards e 

Lvernment of India, which your statement of the zeal and alacrity 



1 . 


j were oppoeed to the Btntioiiins of the.new 

?„:Lgrret”Lba.a. thus: -.the eye ofaBrh.sh e.lher would not ho 

satisfied with appointments that he mieht fear wouUi reflect di.^crcht on h.m In 
his organization ol troops, liable by his superiors to be looked upon m such a 
light Then would follow complaints and excuses : these after long am 

r ” "= iT;rr ';r 

wrhole body of these Chiefs and their retainers.” (B N. lob T.-N. -I- 


2. Clerk to 


Maddock, August 9, 1841» B.N. lo2, L.N. 22- 
3. Clerk to Maddock. September 6. 1841, B.N. 128, b.N. IS.". 
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the Protected Sikh states in thus coming forward with their coatingenta 
evinces and that His Lordship in Council has perused with much 
satisfaction the favourable account which you give of the efficiency of 
the force which the Protected Chieftains can bring into held". The 
Governor-General approved of the proportions allotted by Clerk to 
different states and considered “ the levy to be very moderate ani such 
as may be borne without hardship by all and that under proper 
negotiation it promises to afford a valuable contingent force for general 

duties in the territories adjoining North-West Frontier", Further, 
Maddock ^jointed out that the Governor-General wanted that a periodical 

inspection of contingent should take place anJ that the Chiefs should 

assemble their troops at convenient places where they might be inspected 
by British officers. In regard to the levy “en-masse", the Governor- 

General felt that circumstances could "hardly be contemplated under 
which the Government would feel a necessity for calling for sx^ch 

extensive contributions of undisciplined Horse and Foot*’. Finally, 
Maddo k expres-*ed His Lordship's thanks to Clerk and the Chiefs thus: 

"t am directed to observe that the spirit and devotion with which the 
Sikh Chiefs have answered to your call, are alike creditable to their 

loyalty and to the influence with which your political control over them 
has been txercised and you are requested to intimate to Maharaja Karam 
Siugh and the other principal Chieftains, the approbation with which 

the Governor*General in Council regards their zeal and readiness in the 
service of the British Government, 





1. Maddook to Clork, September 0, 1841, B.N. 124, L N. 153. ' ^ * 






N 


[4s;{j 

LRT OF POOKS OF CORRESPONDENCE. 



(t) Books Used. 


Nos. 


31 

32, 

34 to 30, 

50, 53. 

55, 

56, 

77 to 83, 

84 to 87, 

88 A. 

104, 

123, 12(S, 

127, 128, 

129, 

13J 

to 33, 15.>. 

154, anil 

158. 





Vernacular Correspondence 


No, 163. 




(S) For Reference Only. 


Nos. 


cS. 

21 

# 

to 24, 

26 

to 30, 

45. 

4(i, 

48. 

51, 

57, 

C/i 

oc 

61. 

62, 

64, 

65, 

67, 

69 to 72, 

74 

to 76, 

88, 

90, 

96, 

101, 

102, 

118, 

136, 

159, 

160, 

t 

166, and 

167. 







:o: 








Issue 

Date 


Borrower’s 

No. 


Issue 

Date 





Borrower’s 

No. 


Is^ue 

Date 



Borrower’s 

No. 


Issue 

Date 



















